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PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


TUESDAY, JANUARY 26, 1954 


Un rrep STates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE Districr or CoLUMBIA, 
FiscaL AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
House or RepresenTATIVvVES, ‘ 
CoMMITTEE ON THE Disrricr or CoLUMBIA, 
Fiscat Arrarrs SUBCOMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittees met at 10:14 a. m., pursuant to call, in the 
hearing room in the Capitol, Senator Francis Case, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on the District of Columbia; Representative Joseph 
P. O'Hara, presiding. 

Present: Senators Francis Case (chairman of the Senate Com- 
mittee) and Thomas A. Burke; Representatives Joseph P. O'Hara, 
Howard W. Smith, Oren Harris, and Henry O. Talle.) 

Also present: Robert C. Albrook, clerk; William P. Gulledge, 
assistant counsel, Senate Committee on the District of Columbia; Wil- 
liam N. McLeod, Jr., clerk, House of Representatives Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

(H. R. 7389 follows :) 


[H. R. 7389, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize and finance a program of public works construction for the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) this Act, divided into titles and sec- 
tions, may be cited as the “District of Columbia Public Works Act of 1954”. 

(b) As used in this Act— 

(1) The word “Commissioners” means the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia or their designated agent or agents 

(2) The word “District” means the District of Columbia. 

(3) The word “person” includes any corporation, partnership, firm, organiza- 
tion, association, group, trust, estate, or other entity. 

(4) The term “Highway Fund” means the fund in the Treasury of the United 
States created by the Act approved August 17, 1987 (50 Stat. 676 and 681), as 
amended (secs. 40-103 (d) and 47-1901, D. C. Code, 1951 edition). 

(ec) Wherever any officer or agency of the District, other than the Commis- 
sioners, is mentioned in this Act, such officer or agency shall be deemed to be the 
officer or agency so mentioned, or the officer, officers, agency, or agencies suc- 
ceeding to the functions of the officer or agency so mentioned, pursuant to 


Reorganization Plan Numbered 5 of 1952. 


TITLE I—ADJUSTMENT OF WATER RATES 


Sec. 101. The Commissioners are authorized, in their discretion, to fix, from 
time to time, the rates charged by the District for water and water services 
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furnished by the District water supply system. Such rates so fixed, whether in 

volving one or more changes in a rate, or one or more changes in the basic quan 

tity of water to be supplied at a given rate, or the combined effect of both such 
changes, shall not, in any event, result in increasing by more than 33% per 
centum the rates in effect on the day preceding the effective date of this sectio: 

In computing the charge for the consumption of water in excess of the minimum 
amount allowed for metered service, if such charge is for a period beginning prior 
to so fixing such rates and ending thereafter, the charge for such excess con 
sumption shali be prorated on a monthly basis, in accordance with the rates pre 
vailing in the respective periods. Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
modify the provisions of the Act approved April 14, 1932 (47 Stat. 79, ch. 100; se 

43-1530, D. C. Code) relating to the delivery of water from the District water 
supply system to the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission. 

Sec. 102. An additional charge of 10 per centum shall be added to any water 
charge remaining unpaid after the expiration of thirty days from the date of 
rendition of a bill for such charge. 

Sec. 103. The Commissioners are authorized to provide for the collection of 
water charges, in advance or otherwise, from the owner or occupant of any build 
ing, establishment, or other place furnished water or water service by the Dis 
trict, and to shut off the water supply to any such building, establishment, or 
other place upon failure of the owner or occupant thereof to pay such water 
charges within thirty days from the date of rendition of the bill therefor. Such 
authority to shut off the water supply may be exercised by the Commissioners 
regardless of any change in ownership or occupancy of such building, establish 
ment, or other place. When the water supply to any such building, establishment, 
or other place has been shut off for failure to pay such water charges, whether 
the water supply to such building, establishment, or other place was shut off before 
or after the enactment of this title, the Commissioners shall not again supply such 
building, establishment, or other place with water until all arrears of water 
charges, together with penalties and the costs actually incurred in shutting off 
and restoring the water supply, are paid. 

Sec. 104. The District shall have a continuing lien for water charges upon any 
land and the improvements thereon to which water or water service is or has bee! 
furnished. Such lien shall have priority over all other liens except real estate, 
special assessment, and other such District general property liens. If any water 
charges shall remain unpaid after the expiration of two years from the date 
of rendition of the bill for such charges, or two years from the effective date 
of this title, whichever is later, the property which has been furnished suc! 
water or water service may be sold for such unpaid water charges, together 
with penalties thereon and costs, at the next ensuing tax sale in the same manne! 
and under the same conditions as property sold for delinquent general taxes, if 
such water charges, together with penalties thereon and costs, shall not have 
been paid in full prior to said sale. So much of the proceeds of said sale as 
represents said unpaid water charges shall be credited to the water fund of 
the District. 

Sec. 105. The remedies set forth in sections 102, 103, and 104 of this titl 
are hereby declared to be cumulative and not exclusive. 

Sec. 106. (a) All water and water services furnished from the District water 
supply system through any connection thereto for direct. use by the Government 
of the United States or any department, independent establishment, or agency 
thereof, except water and water services furnished to the United States for the 
maintenance, operation, and extension of the water system, shall be paid for at 
the rates for the furnishing and readiness to furnish water applicable to other 
water consumers in the District. Payment shall be made as provided in sub 
section (b) of this section. Whenever any payment authorized by this section 
is made, such payment shall be in lieu of so much of the annual payment author- 
ized by article VI of the Act approved July 16, 1947 (61 Stat. 328, 361), as 
pertains to the Water Fund of the District. The provisions of sections 102, 108, 
and 104 of this title, relating, respectively, to enforcement of payment for water 
charges by penalty charge for late payment, by shutting off of the water supply 
for nonpayment, and the imposition of lien and sale of property, shall not apply 
in any case where water or water service is furnished to a building, establish 
ment, or other place owned by the Government of the United States and occupie: 
by a department, independent establishment, or agency thereof. 

(b) For the purpose of effectuating the provisions of subsection (a) of this 
section, there shall be included annually in the budget estimates of the Com 
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issioners the value, as determined by the Commissioners, of the water and water 
services furnished to the United States during the most recent preceding fiscal 
ear for which such value can be determined, based on the water rates prevailing 
during the period of consumption, and there shall be appropriated annually for 
the District to the credit of the said Water Fund, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated (to be advanced on July 1 of each fiscal 
vear beginning July 1, 1954), a sum corresponding to the value of the water 
and water services furnished the United States. 

Sec. 107. The first proviso of section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act making 
appropriations to provide for the expenses of the government of the District 
of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, eighteen hundred and 
eighty-three, and for other purposes’, approved July 1, 1882 (22 Stat. 144; 
sec. 43-1504, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is amended by striking the word “an- 
nually” and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “at least once every twelve 
months, or whenever practicable in the judgment of the Commissioners, at least 
once every six months.” 

Sec. 108. (a) Subsection (a) of section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act au- 
thorizing loans from the United States Treasury for the expansion of the District 
of Columbia water system”, approved June 2, 1950 (64 Stat. 195; sec. 43-1540, 
D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is amended by striking the figures “23,000,000”, and 
inserting in lieu thereof the figures “35,000,000.” 

(b) Subsections (c) and (d) of section 2 of such Act approved June 2, 1950, 
are amended to read as follows: 

“(c) Any loan advanced pursuant to this section shall be repaid to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury in substantially equal annual payments, including principal 
and interest, within a period of thirty years beginning on July 1 of the second 
fiscal year following the date on which each such advance is credited to the 
Water Fund: Provided, That any such loan advanced prior to the effective date 
of this amendatory section shall, for the purpose of determining the tinte 
when repayment thereof shall begin, be deemed to have been credited to the 
Water Fund on such effective date, and interest accrued on any such loan 
advanced prior to the effective date of this amendatory section shall be paid at 
such time and in such manner as the Secretary of the Treasury shall determine: 
Provided further, That the Commissioners may, in their discretion, make 
repayments in larger amounts at any time during the life of any loan advanced 
pursuant to this section. Interest on such loans shall begin to accrue as of the 
dates the respective advancements are credited to the Water Fund. 

“(d) Loans advanced pursuant to this section during any six-month period 
(beginning with the six-month period ending June 30, 1953) shall be at a rate 
of interest determined by the Secretary of the Treasury as of the beginning of 
such period, which, in his judgment, would reflect the cost of money to the 
Treasury for borrowings at a maturity approximately equal to one-half of the 
period of time the loan is outstanding.” 

(c) Subsection (e) of section 2 of such Act approved June 2, 1950, is amended 
by striking therefrom “beginning with the budget estimates for fiscal year 1961.” 

Sec. 109. Sections 101 to 105, inclusive, of this title shall take effect on the 
first day of the third month following its enactment. 


TITLE II—SANITARY SEWAGE WORKS 


Sec. 201. For the purposes of this title 

(a) The term “sanitary sewage” means (1) domestic sewage with storm and 
surface water limited; (2) sewage discharging from sanitary conveniences; 
(3) commercial or industrial wastes; and (4) water supply after it has been 
used. 

(b) The term “stormwater sewage” means liquid flowing in sewers resulting 
directly from precipitation. 

(ec) The term “combined sewage’ means sewage containing both sanitary 
sewage and stormwater sewage. 

(ad) The term “sewer” means a pipe or conduit carrying sewage. 

(e) The term “sanitary sewer” means a sewer which carries sanitary sewage. 

(f) The term “stormwater sewer” means a sewer which carries stormwater 
sewage. 

(g) The term “combined sewer” means a sewer which carries both sanitary 
sewage and stormwater sewage. 
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(h) The term “sanitary sewage works” means a system of sanitary and 
combined sewers, appurtenances, pumping stations, and treatment works for 
conveying, treating, and disposing of sanitary sewage. 

(i) The term “stormwater sewer system” means a system of sewers, ay 
purtenances, and pumping stations for conveying and disposing of stormwater 
sewace. 

(j) The term “combined sewer system” means a system of sewers and ap 
purtenances conveying both sanitary sewage and stormwater sewage. 

Sec. 202. There is hereby created in the Treasury of the United States a special 
fund which shall be known as the D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund, and which 
shall be composed of such sums as shall be deposited to the credit of such fund, 
including, but not limited to, sums received by the Commissioners under the 
provisions of the Act entitled “An Act authorizing the laying of water mains 
and service sewers in the District of Columbia, the levying of assessments 
therefor, and for other purposes,” approved April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244: secs 
43-1510 to 43-1517, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), on account of assessments levied 
for the construction of sewers and including any payment made to the District 
by any governmental agency of the States of Maryland or Virginia on account of 
any sewer service furnished any such agency by the District. 

Sec. 203. Subject to appropriations, the D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund 
shall be available for use by or under the direction and control of the Com 
missioners for— 

(a) the construction, operation, maintenance, expansion, relocation, re 
placement, renovation, and repair of the sanitary sewage works of the 
District, including all expenses; 

(b) payment of a portion of such administrative expenses as may not be 
wholly allocated to the sanitary sewage works or to any other sewage works 
of the District, but which expenses are incurred in connection with the 
operation of the sanitary sewage works and either or both the stormwater 
sewer system and the combined sewer system. The portion of such expenses 
to be paid from the D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund shall be fixed from 
time to time by the Commissioners at such a percentage of the total of such 
expenses for the said sewer systems as the Commissioners, in their discre 
tion, may determine; 

(c) payment of such portion of all expenses for the construction, opera 
tion, maintenance, expansion, relocation, replacement, renovation, and re 
pair of the combined sewer system of the District as the Commissioners, in 
their discretion, determine to be attributable to the sanitary sewage function 
of such combined sewer system; 

(d) payment of the District’s contribution to the expenses of the Inter 
state Commission on the Potomac River Basin; 

(e) payments by the District to agencies in the State of Maryland provid 
ing services to the District for conveying, treating, or disposing of sanitary 
sewage: Provided, That the said fund shall not be available to pay the cost 
of providing sewage service to institutions of the District located in the 
State of Maryland; 

(f) payments to the General Fund and other funds of the District for 
such expenses or estimated expenses as are or may be incurred in the ad 
ministration of this title; 

(g) payment to the United States Treasury of the interest, in accordance 
with the provisions of this title, on loans to the District for such Sanitary 
Sewage Works Fund: 

(h) repayment to the United States Treasury of the principal amount of 
each loan made to the District in accordance with the provisions of this 
title, and of any advancements made to the District in accordance with the 
provisions of section 204 of this title ; and 

(i) refund of part or all of any sanitary sewer service charges erron- 
enously paid: Provided, That application for refund shall be made within 
two years after such erroneous payment. 

Sec. 204. The Secretary of the Treasury, notwithstanding the provisions of 
the District of Columbia Appropriation Act, approved June 29, 1922 (42 Stat 
668), is authorized and directed to advance, on the requisition of the Commis 
sioners, made in the manner now prescribed by law, out of any money in the 
Treasury of the United States not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may 
be necessary, from time to time, to meet the expenses of the District in con 
nection with the construction, operation, maintenance, expansion, relocation, 
replacement, renovation, and repair of the sanitary sewage works of the Dis- 
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trict, as authorized by Congress, and such amounts so advanced shall be reim- 
bursed by the said Commissioners to the Treasury out of the moneys deposited 
to the credit of the D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund. 

Seo. 205. Notwithstanding the provisions of this title, any current appropria- 
tion available to the District for the construction, operation, maintenance, ex- 
pansion, relocation, replacement, renovation, and repair of the sanitary sewage 
works of the District shall remain available for the purposes for which 
appropriated. 

Sec. 206. The Commissioners are authorized to establish charges for the pro- 
vision of sanitary sewer service, such charges to be collected in the same man- 
ner and at the same time as water charges are collected, and to be paid into the 
D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund. 

Sec. 207. The sanitary sewer service charges established under the authority 
of this title shall be based on the water consumption of, and water service to, 
the properties served, and be determined by one of the following methods: 

(a) Where water is supplied from the District water supply system at meter 
rates, the Commissioners shall establish the sanitary sewer service charge as a 
percentage of the water charge applicable in the District, but such percentage 
shall not exceed 60 per centum of the water charge. 

(b) Where water is supplied from the District water supply system, which 
water is not measured by meter, but is supplied at special business and miscel- 
laneous rates, the Commissioners shall establish the sanitary sewer service charge 
at a percentage of such special business and miscellaneous rates, but such per- 
centage shall not exceed 60 per centum of such rates. 

(c) For each property using water, all or part of which is from a source or 
sources other than the District water supply system, the Commissioners shall 
establish a sanitary sewer service charge separate from and in addition to any 
sanitary sewer service charge levied under paragraph (a) or (b) of this 
section. Such separate or additional sanitary sewer service charge shall be 
measured by the quantity of water from the source or sources other than the 
District water supply system discharged into the District sanitary sewer system 
from said property. The owner or occupant of each such property shall install 
and maintain, without cost to the District, a meter or meters to measure the 
quantity of water received from other than the water supply system of the 
District, and the sanitary sewer service charge based upon water received from 
other than the water supply system of the District shall be the same in amount 
as would be paid by the owner of a metered property receiving the same quantity 
of water from the water supply system of the District. No meter shall be in- 
stalled or be used for such purpose without the approval of the Commissioners. 
In the event the owner or occupant of property fails or refuses to furnish and 
properly maintain such meter or meters as are prescribed herein in the manner 
required hy the Commissioners, then the supply of water from the District water 
supply system to the property or premises may be suspended by the Commis- 
sioners ayd the said supply shall not be restored until the metering of such 
supplementary water source has been accomplished by the owner or occupant 
to the satisfaction of the Commissioners, and any costs devolving upon the Dis- 
trict as a result of the suspension of service from the District water supply 
system shall be paid to the District prior to the restoration of water service from 
the District water supply system. 

(d) Wherever a property upon which a sanitary sewer service charge is 
imposed uses water from the water supply system of the District for an industrial 
or commercial purpose in such manner that the water so used is not discharged 
into the sanitary sewage works of the District, the quantity of water so used 
and not discharged into the sanitary sewage works of the District may be 
excluded in determining the sanitary sewer service charge on such property, if 
such exclusion is previously requested in writing by the owner or occupant 
thereof. Upon such request, the quantity of water so used and not discharged 
into the sanitary sewage works of the District shall be measured by a device 
or devices approved by the Commissioners, installed and maintained without 
cost to the District, and the sanitary sewer service charge to be imposed on 
such property shall be not more than 60 per centum of the water charge which 
would have been charged such property if the amount of water so used and not 
discharged into the sanitary sewage works of the District had not been included 
in the amount of water used by such property: Provided, That all water from 
the water supply system of the District used by such property shall be paid for 
at established rates, whether or not such water is discharged into the sanitary 
sewage works of the District. Where, in the opinion of the Commissioners, it is not 
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practicable to install a measuring device to determine continuously the quantity 
of water used for such industrial or commercial purposes and not discharged 
into the sanitary sewage works of the District, the Commissioners shall deter- 
mine periodically, in such manner and by such methods as the Commissioners 
may prescribe, the quantity of water from the water supply system of the District 
discharged into the sanitary sewage works of the District, and the sanitary 
sewer service charge shall be based on such estimated quantity of water at the 
percentage authorized by this paragraph. Any dispute as to such estimated 
amount shall be decided by the Commissioners and such decision shall b. 
final; and in the event the owner or occupant fails to furnish and maintain such 
measuring devices or to facilitate the periodic determinations by the Commis 
sioners as prescribed herein, then the privilege of excluding some portion of 
the water used from the District water supply system from the charges for 
sanitary sewer service shall be forfeited and the charges for sanitary sewer 
service shall be based on the full amount of the water used from the District 
water supply system. 

Sec. 208. (a) The owner or occupant of each building, establishment, or other 
place in the District connected with any District sewer conducting sanitary 
sewage shall pay the sewer service charge authorized by this title. 

(b) If the sanitary sewer service charge imposed by this title is based on a 
water charge any part of which is fur a period beginning prior to the imposition 
of the sanitary sewer service charge and ending thereafter, the sanitary sewer 
service charge shall be prorated, on a monthly basis, on so much of such water 
charge as shall have accrued subsequent to the effective date of this title. 

Sec. 209. All meters or other measuring devices installed or required to be 
used under the provisions of this title shall be under the control of the Commis 
sioners, who shall promulgate all regulations necessary in their judgment to 
effectuate the purposes of this title. The owner or occupant of the property upon 
which any such measuring device is installed shall be responsible for its mainte 
nance and safekeeping, and all repairs thereto shall be made at the owner's cost, 
whether such repairs are made necessary by ordinary wear and tear or other 
causes. Bills for such repairs, if made by the District, shall be due and payable 
when rendered, and the Commissioners are authorized to provide for stopping the 
supply of water to any building or establishment upon the failure to pay such 
charge for meter repairs. 

Sec. 210. The Commissioners are hereby authorized, in order to encourage the 
prompt payment of the sanitary sewer service charge imposed by this title, to 
impose an additional charge of 10 per centum for any sanitary sewer service 
charge remaining unpaid for more than thirty days, to shut off the water of 
premises for which such charge is not paid within thirty days, and to have and 
enforce a continuing lien for such charge upon the land and any improvements 
thereon furnished such sanitary sewer service, in the same manner and to the 
same extent as if sections 102, 103, 104, and 105 of title I of this Act were set 
forth in this title, and such sections shall be deemed to be applicable in every 
particular to the sanitary sewer service charge imposed by this title: Provided, 
That whenever said lien is enforced by the sale of property against which it has 
been assessed, so much of the proceeds of such sale as represents said unpaid 
sanitary sewer service charges shall be credited to the D. C. Sanitary Sewage 
Works Fund. 

Sec. 211. The sanitary sewer service charges applicable to such churches and 
institutions as may under existing law be furnished water without charge by the 
Commissioners shall be predicated only on the quantity of water used in excess 
of the amount fixed by the Commissioners in each case as to which no water 
charge is made. 

Sec, 212. (a) The sanitary sewer service charges prescribed herein shall be 
applicable to all sanitary sewer services furnished by the sanitary sewage works 
of the District through any connection thereto for direct use by the Government 
of the United States or any department, independent establishment, or agency 
thereof, and such charges shall be predicated on the value of water and water 
services received by such facilities of the Government of the United States or 
any department, independent establishment, or agency thereof from the District 
water supply system. Payment of the said sanitary sewer service charge shall 
be made as provided in subsection (b) of this section: Provided, That the aggre- 
gate amount of such sanitary sewer service charge for each fiscal year shall be 
determined in the manner prescribed in section 207 hereof: Provided further, 
That the obligation to pay for sanitary sewer services received by the Govern- 
ment of the United States or any department, independent establishment, or 
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agency thereof shall be with respect to such service furnished on and after 
July 1, 1954. 

(b) For the purpose of effectuating the provisions of subsection (a) of this 
section there shall be included annually in the budget estimates of the Commis- 
sioners beginning with the estimates for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, 
the value as determined by the Commissioners of the sanitary sewer service 
furnished to the United States or to any department, independent establishment 
or agency thereof during the most recent preceding fiscal year for which such 
value can be determined based on the rates for such charges prevailing during 
the period of such service, and there shall be appropriated annually for the D. C. 
Sanitary Sewage Works Fund out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated (to be advanced on July 1 of each fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1954) a sum corresponding to the said value of charges for sanitary sewer 
service furnished the United States. 

Sec. 213. The Commissioners are hereby authorized to accept loans for the 
District from the United States Treasury to finance the construction, expansion, 
relocation, replacement, or renovation of (1) the sanitary sewer system of the 
District or (2) the combined sewer system of the District; and the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized to advance such sums as may be appropriated for 
such purposes. 

Sec. 214. The total principal amount of loans made in connection with the 
construction, expansion, relocation, replacement, or renovation of the sanitary 
and combined sewer systems of the District shall not exceed $5,000,000. Such 
loans shall be in addition to any other loans heretofore or hereafter made to the 
Commissioners for any other purpose, and when advanced shall be deposited in 
full in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the D. C. 
Sewage Works Fund. 

Sec. 215. Nothing herein contained shall prohibit the use of funds deposited to 
the credit of the D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund from being used for the 
construction, expansion, relocation, replacement, or renovation of any sewer in 
the combined sewer system of the District, but the Commissioners, prior to au- 
thorizing the use of moneys from such fund for such work, shall determine the 
percentage of the cost to be borne by the D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund 
and the percentage to be borne by the General Fund. 

Sec. 216. The loans authorized by this title shall be advanced to the Com- 
missioners on their requisitions therefor, shall be available to the Commissioners 
for the construction, expansion, relocation, replacement, or renovation of all 
parts of the sanitary sewage works of the District, and shall be available until 
expended. 

Sec. 217. Any loan advanced under this title shall be repaid to the Secretary 
of the Treasury in substantially equal annual payments, including principal and 
interest, within a period of thirty years beginning on July 1 of the second fiscal 
year following the date on which each such advance is credited to the D. C. 
Sanitary Sewage Works Fund: Provided, That the Commissioners may, in their 
discretion, make repayments in larger amounts at any time during the life of 
any such loan. Interest on such loans shall begin to accrue as of the dates the 
respective advancements are credited to the D. C. Sanitary Sewage Works Fund. 

Sec. 218. Loans advanced pursuant to this title during any six-month period 
(beginning with the six-month period ending December 31, 1954) shall be at a 
rate of interest determined by the Secretary of the Treasury as of the beginning 
of such period, which, in his judgment, would reflect the cost of money to the 
Treasury for borrowings at a maturity approximately equal to one-half of the 
period of time the loan is outstanding. 

Sec. 219. The provisions of sections 206 to 211, inclusive, of this title shall 
become effective on the first day of the third month following the enactment 
of this Act. 


Sanitary 


TITLE ITI—ASSESSMENTS FOR WATER MAINS AND SEWERS 


Sec. 301. That so much of the first sentence of section 2 of the Act entitled 
“An Act authorizing the laying of water mains and service sewers in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the levying of assessments therefor, and for other purposes”, 
approved April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244), as amended (sec. 43-1511, D. C. Code, 
1951 edition), as precedes the first proviso of the said sentence is amended to 
read as follows: “That for laying or constructing water mains in the District 
of Columbia assessments shall be levied at the rate of $3 per linear front foot 
against all lots or land abutting upon that part of the street, avenue, road, o1 
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alley in which a water main shall be laid, and that for laying or constructing 
service sewers in the District of Columbia assessments shall be levied at the 
rate of $4 per linear front foot against all lots or land abutting upon that part 
of the street, avenue, road, or alley in which a sewer shall be laid:”. 

Sec. 302. The provisions of this title shall be applicable to water mains and 
service sewers laid or constructed after June 30, 1954, or after the date of 
approval of this Act, whichever is later. 


TITLE IV—HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 


Sec. 401. A program of construction projects to meet immediate capital needs 
for highways in the District is hereby authorized. 

Sec. 402. (2) To assist in financing such program of construction, the Com 
missioners are hereby authorized to accept loans for the District from the 
United States Treasury and the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized 
to lend to the Commissioners such sums as may hereafter be appropriated 
Provided, That the total principal amount of loans advanced pursuant to this 
section shall not exceed $50,250,000: Provided, further, That any loan for use in 
any fiscal year must first be specifically requested of the Congress in connection 
with the budget submitted for the District fur such fiscal year, with a full state 
ment of the work contemplated to be done and the need thereof, and such work 
must be approved by the Congress: And provided further, That such approval 
shall not be construed to alter or to eliminate the procedures for consultation, 
advice, and recommendation provided in the National Capital Planning Act o 
1952 (66 Stat. 781). Such loans shall be in addition to any other loans hereto- 
fore or hereafter made to the Commissioners for any other purpose, and whe! 
advanced shall be deposited in full in the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of the Highway Fund. 

(b) The loans authorized under this section, or any parts thereof, shall be 
advanced to the Commissioners on their requisitions therefor, shall be available 
to the Commissioners for carrying out the said construction program, and shall 
be available until expended. 

(c) Any loan advanced pursuant to this section shall be repaid to the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury in substantially equal annual payments, including prin 
cipal and interest, within a period of thirty years beginning on July 1 of the 
second fiscal year following the date on which each such advance is credited to 
the Highway Fund: Provided, That the Commissioners may, in their discretion, 
make repayments in larger amounts at any time during the life of any such loan 
Interest on such loans shall begin to accrue as of the dates the respective ad 
vancements are credited to the Highway Fund. 

(d) Loans advanced pursuant to this section during any six-month period 
(beginning with the six-month period ending December 31, 1954) shall be at a 
rate of interest determined by the Secretary of the Treasury as of the beginning 
of such period, which, in his judgment, would reflect the cost of money to the 
Treasury for borrowings at a maturity aproximately equal to one-half of the 
period of time the loan is outstanding. 

(e) Moneys fur the payments to the United States Treasury herein required 
shall be included in the budget estimates of the Commissioners, and shall be 
payable from the Highway Fund. 


TITLE V—PAYMENT INTO HIGHWAY FUND OF RENTS FOR VAULTS IN 
PUBLIC SPACE 


Sec. 501. Section 7 of the Act entitled “An Act making appropriations to pro 
vide for the expenses of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal 
year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seventeen, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved September 1, 1916 (39 Stat. 716; sec. 7-901, D. C. Code, 1951 
edition), is amended by inserting immediately before the period at the end there- 


‘ 


of the following: 


*, and such rent shall be deposited to the credit of the Highway 
Fund.” 


TITLE VI—MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATION FEES AND REPEAL OF 
PERSONAL PROPERTY TAX ON CERTAIN MOTOR VEHICLES 
Sec. 601. Subsection (b) of section 3 of title ITV of the Act entitled “An Act 


to provide additional revenue for the District of Columbia, and for other pur 
poses”, approved August 17, 1937 (50 Stat. 681), as amended (sec. 40-103, D. C. 
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Code, 1951 edition), is amended (a) by striking clause (1) of class A, and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “(1) When wholly equipped with pneumatic tires, the manu- 
facturer’s shipping weight of which is less than three thousand five hundred 
pounds, $20; three thousand five hundred pounds or more, $30.”; (b) by striking 
clause (1) of class B and inserting in lieu thereof “(1) When wholly equipped 
with pneumatic tires, the manufacturer’s shipping weight of the chassis, plus the 
weight of the cab and body, is less than three thousand pounds, $38; three 
thousand pounds or more but less than four thousand pounds, $42; four thousand 
pounds or more but less than five thousand pounds, $50; five thousand pounds or 
more but less than six thousand pounds, $58; six thousand pounds or more but 
less than seven thousand pounds, $66; seven thousand pounds or more but less 
than eight thousand pounds, $72; eight thousand pounds or more but less than 
nine thousand pounds, $82; nine thousand pounds or more but less than twelve 
thousand pounds, $94; ten thousand pounds or more but less than twelve thousand 
pounds, $120; twelve thousand pounds or more but less than fourteen thousand 
pounds, $140; fourteen thousand pounds or more but less than sixteen thousand 
pounds, $170; sixteen thousand pounds or more, $200.” ; (c) class C is amended to 
read “class C. For each trailer, when the manufacturer’s shipping weight of the 
chassis plus the weight of the body is less than three hundred pounds, $10; three 
hundred pounds or more but less than five hundred pounds, $14; five hundred 
pounds or more but less than one thousand pounds, $24; one thousand pounds or 
more but less than two thousand five hundred pounds, $34; two thousand five 
hundred pounds or more but less than three thousand five hundred pounds, $44; 
three thousand five hundred pounds or more but less than six thousand pounds, 
$58 ; six thousand pounds or more but less than eight thousand pounds, $72; eight 
thousand pounds or more but less than ten thousand pounds, $90; ten thousand 
pounds or more but less than twelve thousand pounds, $120; twelve thousand 
pounds or more but less than sixteen thousand pounds, $150; sixteen thousand 
pounds or more, $180.” ; and (d) class D is amended by striking the figure “5” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the figure “10”. 

Sec. 602. Subsection (d) of section 3 of title IV of such Act, as amended, 
is amended by striking “All proceeds from fees payable under this title and”, 
and inserting in lieu thereof “Proceeds from fees payable under this title may be 
divided between the General Fund and the Highway Fund. The Commissioners 
are authorized and empowered to determine the percentage of all proceeds from 
fees payable under this title which shall be deposited to the credit of the 
General Fund of the District of Columbia. The remainder of such proceeds 
payable under this title,”. 

Sec. 608. Section 3 of title IV of such Act, as amended, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of this Act, special equipment mounted on 
a motor vehicle or trailer and not used primarily for the transportation of per- 
sons or property, including, but not limited to, such equipment as concrete 
mixers, air compressors, power shovels, draglines, clamshells, welding equip- 
ment, road construction or maintenance equipment or machinery, ditch-digging 
equipment, winches, cranes, pile-driving equipment, well-boring equipment, lift- 
gates, hydraulic hoists, load packers, conversion hoists, power end gates, and 
other equipment which may be added to a motor vehicle or trailer for the 
purpose of permitting such vehicle to be used for a special purpose, shall con- 
tinue to be taxed as provided by law.” 

Sec. 604. Paragraph ten of section six of the Act entitled “An Act making 
appropriations to provide for the expenses of the government of the District 
of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and 
three, and for other purposes’, approved July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 620), as amended 
(see. 47-1208, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is amended by adding at the end of 
said paragraph the following: 

“Fifth. Any motor vehicle or trailer registered in accordance with the provi- 
sions of title IV of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, as amended 
(title 40, ch. 1, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), and not comprising any part of the 
stock in trade of a merchant: Provided, That any motor vehicle or trailer 
comprising all or part of the stock in trade of any merchant shall continue to 
be taxed as provided by law: Provided further, That special equipment, mounted 
on a motor vehicle or trailer and not used primarily for the transportation of 
persons or property including, but not limited to, such equipment as concrete 
mixers, air compressors, power shovels, draglines, clamshells, welding equip- 
ment, road construction or maintenance equipment or machinery, ditch-digging 
equipment, winches, cranes, pile-driving equipment, well-boring equipment, lift- 
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gates, hydraulic hoists, load packers, conversion hoists, power end gates, and 
other equipment which may be added to a motor vehicle or trailer for the purpose 
of permitting such vehicle or trailer to be used for a special purpose, shal] 
continue to be taxed as provided by law.” 

Sec. 605. Section 5 of the Act approved July 3, 1926 (44 Stat. 833), as amended 
(sec. 47-1209, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is amended by striking “excepting the 
tax on motor vehicles as herein provided,”. 

Sec. 606. Section 6 of the Act approved July 3, 1926 (44 Stat. 833), as amended 
(sec. 47-1206, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is amended by striking “other tha: 
automobiles”. 

Sec. 607. Section 3 of the Act approved February 18, 1929 (45 Stat. 1226), as 
amended (sec. 47-1210, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 608. Section 4 of title IV of the Act approved July 26, 1939 (53 Stat. 1108 ; 
sec. 47-1211, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 609. This title shall become effective on and after the 1st day of April 
following the enactment of this Act by ninety days or more. 


TITLE VII—GENERAL CONSTRUCTION 


Sec. 701. A program of construction of immediate capital needs for the govern 
ment of the District is hereby authorized. Such program shall include projects 
for any District agency or activity, including the following : 

(a) Publie Schools. 

(b) Recreation Department. 

(c) Department of Public Welfare. 

(d) Department of Public Health. 

(e) Public Library. 

(f) Fire Department. 

gz) Police Department. 

(h) Department of Sanitary Engineering. 

(i) Department of Corrections. 

(j) Central Garage and Warehouse. 

Sec. 702. (a) To assist in financing such program of construction, the Com 
missioners are hereby authorized to accept loans for the District from the United 
States Treasury and the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized to lend 
to the Commissioners such sums as may hereafter be appropriated: Provided, 
That the total principal amount of loans advanced pursuant to this section shall 
not exceed $39,750,000: Provided further, That any loan for use in any fiscal 
year must first be specifically requested of the Congress in connection with the 
budget submitted for the District for such fiscal year, with a full statement of 
the work contemplated to be done and the need thereof, and such work must be 
approved by the Congress: And provided further, That such approval shall not 
be construed to alter or to eliminate the procedures for consultation, advice, and 
recommendation provided in the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 
781). Such loans shall be in addition to any other loans heretofore or hereafter 
made to the Commissioners for any other purpose, and when advanced shall be 
deposited in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the General Fund 
of the District. 

(b) The loans authorized pursuant to this section, or any parts thereof, shal! 
be advanced to the Commissioners on their requisitions therefor, shall be avail 
able to the Commissioners for carrying out the said construction program, and 
Shall be available until expended. 

(c) Any loan advanced pursuant to this section shall be repaid to the Secre 
tary of the Treasury in substantially equal annual payments, including principal 
and interest, within a period of thirty years beginning on July 1 of the second 
fiscal year following the date on which each such advance is credited to the 
zeneral Fund: Provided, That the Commissioners may, in their discretion, make 
repayments in larger amounts at any time during the life of any such loan 
Interest on such loans shall begin to accrue as of the dates the respective advance 
ments are credited to the General Fund of the District. 

(d) Loans made under this section during any six-month period (beginning 
with the six-month period ending December 31, 1954) shall be at a rate of 
interest determined by the Secretary of the Treasury as of the beginning of 
such period, which, in his judgment, would reflect the cost of money to the 
Yreasury for borrowings at a maturity approximately equal to one-half of the 
period of time the loan is outstanding. 
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(e) Moneys for the repayments to the United States Treasury including 
interest, required by this section shall be included in the budget estimates of the 
Commissioners and shall be payable from the General Fund of the District. 


TITLE VIII—FEDERAL PAYMENT OF PART OF THE COST OF MAINTAIN- 
ING AND OPERATING THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Article VI of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1947, approved July 
16, 1947 (61 Stat. 361), as amended (see, 47—2501la, D. C. Code, 1951 edition), 
is amended by inserting “Section 1.” at the beginning of such article, and by 
adding at the end thereof the following new section : 

“Seco, 2. (a) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for each fiscal year 
thereafter there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, in addition to the 
sums appropriated under section 1 of this article, an annual payment by the 
United States toward defraying the expenses of the government of the District 
of Columbia in the sum of $9,000,000. 

“(b) If in any fiscal year or years a deficiency exists between the amount 
appropriated and the amount hereby authorized to be appropriated, additional 
appropriations are hereby authorized for subsequent fiscal years to pay such 
deficiency or deficiencies. 

“(c) The payments authorized by this section shall be credited to the General 
Fund of the District of Columbia.” 


TITLE IX—AMENDMENTS TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ALCOHOLIC 
BEVERAGE CONTROL ACT, APPROVED JANUARY 24, 1984, AS AMENDED 


Sec. 901. Subsection (a) of section 23 of the District of Columbia Alcoholic 
Beverage Control Act, approved January 24, 1934 (48 Stat. 319, 332), as amended 
(see, 25-124, D. C. Code 1951), is further amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 23. (a) There shall be levied, collected, and paid on all of the following- 
named beverages manufactured by a holder of a manufacturer’s license and on 
all of the said beverages imported or brought into the District by a holder 
of a wholesaler’s license, except beverages as may be sold to a dealer licensed 
under the laws of any State or Territory of the United States and not licensed 
under this Act, and on all beverages imported or brought into the District by 
a holder of a retailer’s license, a tax at the following rates to be paid by the 
licensee in the manner hereinafter provided: (1) a tax of 20 cents on every wine- 
gallon of wine containing more than 14 per centum of aleohol by volume, except 
champagne or sparkling wine or any wine artificially carbonated, and a pro- 
portionate tax at a like rate on all fractional parts of such gallon; (2) a tax 
of 30 cents on every wine-gallon of champagne or sparkling wine or any wine 
artificially carbonated, and a proportionate tax at a like rate on all fractional 
parts of such gallon: (3) a tax of $1 on every wine-gallon of spirits and a pro- 
portionate tax at a like rate on all fractional parts of such gallon: (4) and 
a tax of $1.25 on every wine-gallon of alcohol and a proportionate tax at a like 
rate on all fractional parts of such gallon.” 

Sec. 902. Within ten days after the effective date of this title, every holder 
of a retailer’s license under said District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Con- 
trol Act shall file with the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board a sworn state- 
ment on a form to be prescribed by the Commissioners showing the number of 
each kind and denomination of stamps denoting the payment of beverage taxes 
held or possessed by such licensee or anyone for him on the day on which this 
title becomes effective, or on the following day if the effective date be a Sunday, 
other than stamps affixed to the containers of beverages manufactured in or 
imported into the District prior to the effective date of this title, and shall, 
within fifteen days after the effective date of this title, pay to the Collector 
of Taxes, the difference between the amount of tax represented by such stamps 
at the time of purchase from the Collector of Taxes and the amount of tax 
imposed by the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act as amended by this title, 
represented by such stamps. 

Sec. 903. Within ten days after the effective date of this title, every holder 
of a manufacturer’s license, class A, and every holder of a wholesaler’s license 
under the District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act shall file with 
the Alcoholic Beverage Control Board a sworn statement on a form prescribed 
by the Commissioner showing the amount and kind of all beverages, except 
(1) beer, (2) wine containing 14 per centum or less of alcohol by volume other 
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than champagne and wine artificially carbonated, and (3) beverages upon which 
required stamps have been affixed, held, or possessed by him in the District 
at the beginning of the day this title becomes effective and shall state the num- 
ber of each kind and denomination of stamps necessary for the stamping of 
such beverages so held or possessed. Every such licensee, within ten days 
after the eifective date of this title, shall also file with the Alcoholic Beverage 
Control Board a sworn statement on a form to be prescribed by the Commissioners 
showing the number of each kind and denomination of stamps denoting the 
payment of beverage taxes (other than stamps denoting the payment of bever- 
age taxes on alcohol and other than stamps affixed to the containers of bever- 
ages manufactured in or imported into the District prior to the effective date 
of his titie) held or possessed by such licensee or anyone for him at the beginning 
of the day on which title becomes effective. Every such licensee shall within 
fifteen days after the effective date of this title pay to the Collector of Taxes 
for all stamps not necessary for the stamping of beverages shown on the sworn 
statement hereinbefore required to be tiled with the Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Board the difference between the amount of tax represented by such stamps 
at the time of purchase from the Collector of Taxes and the amount of tax 
imposed by the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, as amended by this title, repre- 
sented by such stamps. Should the number of any kind of denomination of 
stamps so held by a licensee be less than the number necessary for the stamping 
of the beverages shown on said sworn statement, the Collector of Taxes is au- 
thorized and directed to sell such licensee, at the rates prescribed for such 
stamps prior to the effective date of this title, such stamps as may be necessary 
for the stamping of such beverages. In the event any of the beverages shown on 
said sworn statement are sold to a dealer licensed under the laws of any State 
or Territory of the United States and not licensed under the Alcoholic Beverage 
Control Act, such sale shall, within ten days thereafter, be reported to the Alco- 
holic Beverage Control Board and within said ten days such licensee shall pay to 
the Collector of Taxes on all stamps held by him for the stamping of such bever- 
ages the difference between the amount of tax represented by such stamps at 
the time of purchase from the Collector of Taxes and the amount of tax im- 
posed by the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, as amended by this title, represented 
by such stamps. 

Sec. 904. Within ten days after the effective date of this title, every holder of a 
manufacturer’s, wholesaler’s, or retailer’s license for the sale of beer under said 
Act shall file with the Assessor of the District, on a form to be prescribed by the 
Commissioners, a statement under oath showing the quantity of beer held or 
possessed by such licensee or anyone for him at the beginning of the day on 
which this title becomes effective, and shall, within fifteen days after the effective 
date of this title, pay to the Collector of Taxes the difference between the amount 
of beer tax previously paid on such beer and the amount of beer tax imposed by 
the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act as amended by this title. 

Sec. 905. Subsection (a) of Section 40 of said Act, as amended (sec. 25-138, 
D. C. Code 1951), is hereby further amended by striking out the figures “$1” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the figures “$3”. 

Sec. 906. Any violation of the provisions of this title shall constitute a violation 
under the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act and regulations promulgated pursuant 
thereto. 

Sec. 907. The provisions of this title shall become effective on the day following 
the approval of this Act. 


TITLE X—AMENDMENTS TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIGARETTE 
TAX ACT 


Sec. 1001. Subsection (a) of section 603 of the District of Columbia Cigarette 
Tax Act (63 Stat. 136, ch. 146, title VI, sec. 47-2802, D. C. Code 1951), is amended 
by striking out the figure and word “1 cent” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
figure and word “2 cents.” 

Sec. 1002. Within ten days after the effective date of this title, every holder 
of a wholesaler’s, retailer’s, or vending machine operator’s license under said 
Act shall file with the Collector of Taxes a sworn statement on a form to be 
prescribed by the Commissioners showing the number of each kind of stamps 
denoting payment of cigarette taxes affixed to packages of cigarettes held or 
possessed by such licensee or anyone for him at the beginning of the day on 
which this title becomes effective, and shall, within fifteen days after the effective 
date of this title, pay to the Collector of Taxes the difference between the amount 
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of tax represented by such stamps and the amount of tax imposed by the District 
of Columbia Cigarette Tax Act as amended by this title. 

Sec. 1008. Within ten days after the effective date of this title, every holder of 
a wholesaler’s, retailer’s, or vending machine operator's license under said Act 
shall file with the Collector of Taxes a sworn statement on a form to be pre- 
scribed by the Commissioners showing the number of each kind of stamps held 
or possessed by such licensee or anyone for him which were not affixed to pack- 
ages of cigarettes at the beginning of the day on which this title vbecomes effective, 
and shall, within fifteen days after the effective date of this title, surrender 
such stamps to the Collector of Taxes. The Collector of Taxes shall credit 
the amount of tax represented by the stam);s surrendered against new stamps 
purchased by such licensees. In lieu of the credit allowed for surrendering 
stamps as provided in this section, the licensee shall be entitled to a refund 
of the amount of tax represented by the stamps surrendered as an overpayment 
of tax in the same manner and to the same extent as provided in section 4 of the 
Act of July 10, 1952 (66 Stat. 543, 546, ch. 649) : Provided, That the requirement 
that the amount of refund shall not exceed the portion of tax paid during the 
two years immediately preceding the filing of the claim for refund shall not be 
applicable. 

Sec. 1004. Any violation of the provisions of this title shall constitute a viola 
tion under the District of Columbia Cigarette Tax and regulations promulgated 
pursuant thereto. 

Sec. 1005. The provisions of this title shall become effective on the first day 
of the first month succeeding the thirtieth day after the approval! of this Act. 


TITLE XI—AMENDMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REVENUE 
ACT OF 1937 AS AMENDED 


Sec. 1101. The first sentence of section 6 of the District of Columbia Revenue 
Act of 1937 (50 Stat. 676, title Il), as amended (sec, 47-1806, D. C. Code 1951), 
is amended by striking “2 per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof “2'4 per 
centum”. 

Sec. 1102. This title shall become effective on the day of its enactment and shall 
apply to the income referred to in said section 6 for the year ending December 


31, 1954, and for each year ending December 31 thereafter. 


TITLE XII—AMENDMENTS TO PERSONAL PROPERTY TAX LAW 


Sec. 1201. Subparagraph numbered “Second” of paragraph numbered 10 of 
section 6 of the Act entitled “An Act making appropriations to provide for the 
expenses of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending 
June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and three, and for other purposes”, approved 
July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 590, 620, ch. 1852), as amended (see. 47-1208, D. C. Code 
1951), is amended to read as follows: 

“Second. Libraries of nonprofit organizations and household belongings 
located in any dwelling house or other place of abode, or in storage, and bouts, 
not held for sale or rent and not held for use or used in any trade or business. 
For the purposes of this section, the words ‘household belongings’ shall include 
all libraries, schoolbooks, wearing apparel, family portraits, pictures, furniture, 
furnishings, rugs, silverware, china, glassware, musical instruments, radios, tele- 
vision sets, refrigerators, food, photographic equipment, bicycles, tools, clocks, 
watches, jewelry, and other articles of personal adornment, and other tangible 
personal property (excluding automobiles and other motor vehicles) ordinarily 
kept and used or held for use by the occupant of any dwelling house or other 
place of abode for the ordinary purposes of life. For the purposes of this section, 
the words ‘trade or business’ shall include the engaging in or carrying on of 
any trade, business, profession, vocation, calling, rental of property, commercial 
activity, and any other activity carried on or engaged in for livelihood or profit.” 

Seo. 1202. Subparagraphs numbered “Third” and “Fourth” of paragraph num- 
bered 10 of section 6 of said Act, as amended, are hereby repealed. 

Sec. 1203. The fourth subparagraph of the first paragraph of section 6 of said 
Act, as amended (sec. 47-1203, D. C. Code 1951), is amended as follows: 

(a) By striking so much of the first sentence as reads “together with the rate 
of tax prescribed,” ; 

(b) By striking the words “an atlidavit’ where they appear in the first 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the words “a form”; 
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(c) By striking therefrom so much as reads “and make and sign an affidavit 
to the truth thereof, as aforesaid, before the assessor or one of the other members 
of the said board of personal-tax appraisers, and the members of the said board 
are hereby authorized to administer such and all oaths in connection with the 
duties as assessor and appraisers without charge, or before any person au 
thorized by law to administer oaths; and the address in the District of Columbia 
of the person, corporation, or company making affidavit shall in each case be 
given below his, its, or their signature,” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: “which statement shall also contain, or be verified by, a written 
declaration that it is made under the penalties of perjur;7, such declaration 
to be signed by, and over the address in the District of Columbia of, said person, 
association, corporation, firm, company, executor, administrator, guardian, 
trustee making the statement required hereby,” ; 

(d) By striking the word “sworn” in the second proviso; and 

(e) By striking the word “affidavit” in the third proviso and inserting in 
lieu thereof the word “statement.” 

Sec. 1204. The provisions of this title shall become effective on July 1 next 
following the date of approval of this Act. 


TITLE XILI—INCREASE IN MOTOR-VEHICLE FUEL TAX 


Seo. 1301. The first sentence of the first section of the Act entitled “An Act to 
provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels sold within the District of Columbia 
and for other purposes”, approved April 23, 1924 (438 Stat. 106; title 47, ch. 19 
I). C. Code 1951), as amended, is amended by striking the figure “5” and inserting 
in lieu thereof the figure “6.” 

Sec. 1302. Section 14 of said Act is amended by striking the figure “5 
inserting in lieu thereof the figure “6”. 

Sec. 1303. This title shall become effective on the first day of the first montl 
following approval of this Act. 


TITLE XIV—AMENDMENTS TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA INCOME AND 
FRANCHISE TAX ACT OF 1947 


Sec. 1401. Section 3 of title VI of the District of Columbia Income and Fran 
chise Tax Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 331, 344, ch. 258), as amended (sec. 47—1567b 
D. C. Code 1951), is amended as follows: 

(a) By striking the words “One and one-half per centum” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “Two and one-half per centum” ; 

(b) By striking the words “Two per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words “Three per centum” ; 

(ec) By striking the words “Two and one-half per centum” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “Three and one-half per centum” ; and 

(d) By striking the words “Three per centum” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words “Four per centum.” 

SEc. 1402. The provisions of this title shall be applicable to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953. 


TITLE XV—AMENDMENTS TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SALES TAX ACT 


Sec. 1501. Subsection (a) of section 114 of the District of Columbia Sales Tax 
Act (63 Stat. 112, ch. 146; paragraph 14 (a) of sec. 47-2601, D. C. Code 1951), 
is amended by adding thereto the following paragraph “(7)”: 

“(7) The sale or charges to subscribers for local telephone service. The term 
‘local telephone service’ shall be construed in the same manner and to the same 
extent as such term is construed under section 3465 (a) (3) of the Internal 
tevenue Code and regulations relating thereto, at the time of the enactment 
of these amendments to the District of Columbia Sales Tax Act. The exemptions 
authorized in subsections (a), (b), (c), and (m) of section 128 of the District 
of Columbia Sales Tax Act shall not apply to local telephone service, and in 
lieu thereof the same exemptions and exclusions shall be applicable as are, at the 
time of the enactment of these amendments to the District of Columbia Sales 
Tax Act, applicable with respect to the tax on local telephone service imposed 
by said section 3465 (a) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code. The repeal or 
amendment of the Federal tax on local telephone service referred to herein shall 
not in any way be construed as repealing or amending the tax on local telephone 
services under the District of Columbia Sales Tax Act.” 
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Sec. 1502. Subsection (b) (2) of section 114 of said District of Columbia 
Sales Tax Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(2) Sales of transportation services and communication services other than 
sales of local telephone service as provided in this title.” 

Sec. 1508. Subsection (b) of section 114 of said District of Columbia Sales 
Tax Act is further amended by adding thereto the following subparagraph “(5)”: 

“(5) Where sales of local telephone service are rendered by means of a coin- 
operated telephone available to the public: Provided, however, That where coin- 
operated telephone service is furnished a subscriber for a guaranteed amount 
such service shall be deemed a retail sale to the extent of such guaranteed 
amount.” 

Sec. 1504. Subsection (b) of section 116 of said District of Columbia Sales 
Tax Act is amended by adding thereto the following subparagraph “(6)”: 

“(6) Amounts charged for the installation of instruments, wires, poles, switch- 
boards, apparatus and equipment in connection with local telephone service.” 

Sec. 1505. Subsection (a) of section 128 of said District of Columbia Sales 
Tax Act (sec. 47-2605, D. C. Code 1951), is amended by striking out the period 
at the end thereof, inserting a colon in lieu thereof, and adding the following 
proviso: “Provided, That for the purposes of this title national banks and 
Federal savings and loan associations shall not be deemed to be instrumentalities 
of the United States.” 

Sec. 1506. The provisions of this title shall become effective with respect to all 
bills for local telephone service on and after the first day of the first month 
succeeding the sixtieth day after the approval of this title. 


TITLE XVI—AMENDMENTS TO GROSS RECEIPTS AND MILEAGE TAXES 
ON TRANSPORTATION COMPANIES 


Sec. 1601. Paragraph numbered 5 of section 6 of the Act entitled “An Act 
making appropriations to provide for the expenses of the government of the 
District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred 
and three, and for other purposes,” approved July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 590, 619, ch. 
1352), as amended (sec. 47-1701, D. C. Code 1951), is amended by striking out 
the second and third sentences and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “‘And 
in addition thereto the real estate owned by each national or other incorporated 
bank, and each trust, gas, electric-lighting, and telephone company in the District 
of Columbia shall be taxed as other real estate in said District. Each company 
and its subsidiaries operating a street railway or both a street railroad and 
bus services in the District of Columbia shall pay 2 per centum per annum on 
their gross receipts: Provided, That any such company operating both a street 
railroad and bus services shall pay the vehicle-mileage tax for the period 
beginning with the first day of November and ending with the last day of 
June of the year next preceding the effective date of this amendatory sentence 
and shall be allowed a é¢redit for any vehicle-mileage tax paid in advance for 
the four-month period beginning with the first day of July of the year next 
succeeding the effective date of this amendatory sentence. Bach gas, electric- 
lighting, and telephone company, and each company and its subsidaries operating 
a street railroad or both a street railroad and bus services in the District of 
Columbia, shall pay, in addition to the taxes herein mentioned, the franchise 
tax imposed by the District of Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 
1947 (61 Stat. 331, ch. 258), as amended (ch. 15, title 47, D. C. Code 1951), 
and the tax imposed upon stock in trade of dealers in general merchandise under 
paragraph numbered 2 of section 6 of said Act approved July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 
590, 618, ch. 1352), as amended.” 

Sec. 1602. Subparagraph (b) of paragraph numbered 31 of section 7 of said 
Act approved July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 590, 622), as amended (sec. 47-2331 (b), 
D. C. Code 1951), is amended by striking out the word “franchise”, by striking 
out the words and figures “eight-tenths of 1 cent for each vehicle-mile” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the words and figures “2 cents for each vehicle-mile”, 
and by changing the period at the end of the first sentence to a colon and adding 
the following: “Provided, however, That the provisions of paragraph (b) of this 
section shall not apply to companies and their subsidiaries operating both 
street railroad and bus services in the District of Columbia which pay taxes to 
the District of Columbia on their gross receipts.” 

Sec. 1603. The first section of this title shall become effective on the 1st day 
of July 1954. The second section of this tile shall become effective on the 1st 
day of November 1954. 
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TITLE XVII—COLLECTION OF TAXES BY DISTRAINT AND JEOPARDY 
ASSESSMENTS 


Sec. 1701. In addition to any other methods or devices or both provided by law 
or regulation for the collection of various taxes (except real property taxes) due 
the District, any tax imposed by any law applicable to District taxes, and pen 
alties and interest thereon, when such tax has become due and payable, may be 
collected in the manner provided by law for the collection of taxes due the 
District on personal property in force at the time of such collection; and liens 
for all such taxes, penalties, and interest may be acquired in the same manner 
that liens for personal property taxes are acquired. 

Sec. 1702. If the assessing authority of the District believes that the collection 
of any tax imposed by any law applicable to the District Government (except 
real property taxes) will be jeopardized by delay, the assessing authority shall 
whether or not the time otherwise prescribed by law for making return and 
paving such tax has expired, immediately assess such tax (together with all the 
interest and penalties the assessment of which is provided for by law). Such 
tax, penalties, and interest, shall thereupon become immediately due and pay- 
able, and immediate notice and demand shall be made by the Collector of Taxes 
for the District for the payment thereof. Upon failure or refusal to pay such 
tux, penalty, and interest, collection thereof by distraint shall be lawful. For 
the purposes of this section the words “assessing authority” means the Assessor, 
the Board of Personal Tax Appraisers or any member thereof, and any other 
official or officials of the District, or their duly authorized representatives, having 
the duty to assess District taxes. 

Sec. 1703. This title shall be applicable with respect to taxes assessed withir 
three years prior to the date of the approval of this Act. 


TITLE XVIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 1801. Reavurations.—The Commissioners are authorized to make rules 
and regulations to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 1802. SEPARABILITY CLAUSE.—If any provision of this Act or the applica 
tion thereof to any person or circumstances is held invalid, the remainder of the 
Act. and the application of such provision to other persons or circumstances 
shall not be affected thereby. 


The Cuatmrman. The chairman of the Senate District Committee 3 
wielding the gavel here merely for the purpose of calling the meeting 
to order and desires to make a statement. 

This matter of a joint hearing on a measure which is primarily a 
revenue measure, or at least it is under the technical position as fai 
as the rules of the House and the Senate are concerned, is somewhat 
unusual. The Constitution provides that revenue measures shall orig- 
inate in the House of Representatives, but that the Senate may concur 
with the amendments as on other legislation. The idea of having a 
joint hearing on this particular bill, which is H. R. 7389, originated 
in the House of Representatives, and it was the courteous and very 
generous suggestion of the chairman of the Fiscal Subcommittee of 
the House Committee on the District of Columbia, Congressman 
O’Hara, that we have joint hearings as a matter of saving time for the 
several witnesses of the District government, and of the citizens of 
the District who might want to appear and also to get the same record 
before the Senate and the House members on the District of Columbia 
Committees. 

Although eustomarily when conferences are held between the House 
and the Senate on a piece of legislation, the chairman of the Senate 
committee, or of the Senate subcommittee which is the conference 
committee, presides at those conferences, the chairman of the Senate 
District Committee thinks that that is a rule which ought not to apply 
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to this particular hearing. This is not a conference between the 
House and Senate committees under any formal rules of either body. 
It isa purely voluntary hearing, and since it concerns a matter which 
is primarily the prerogative and responsibility of the House, so far as 
nitiation of consideration is concerned, the chairman of the District 
committee feels that the presiding officer in this instance should be the 
chairman of the group representing the House of Representatives 
which has original jurisdiction. 

Therefore, I hand the gavel to my friend Congressman O’Hara from 
Minnesota and suggest he proceed. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. This comes as one of those 
delightful surprises of which there are so few in this life of ours. 

Well, ladies and gentlemen, I presume that the 4 days which have 
been set aside for these hearings, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, 
and Friday, the first 2 days in behalf of the proponents, and Thurs- 
day and Friday are allocated to those who may oppose the bill, may 
not be sufficient to cover the entire hearing. I have noted that the 
time for the first 2 days, the Commissioners have apparently taken up 
a schedule which takes up all the time without even any time for the 
committee to question, so I presume there ought to be some cross- 
examination some time along the line. 

This committee is naturally, and I am sure that Senator Case and 
his Senate colleagues will agree, and my colleagues from the House 
will agree that we are interested in getting the factual information 
before us. This is certainly a very responsible program. It certainly 
is the part of wisdom to consider the needs of the District upon a 
long-range basis. The serious question which confronts us is where 
are we going to get the money? I hope there will be as much avoidance 
of repetition as is possible, because the record is certainly going to be 
very long and extensive and I am going to ask those who are repeti- 
tious witnesses if they will be kind enough to permit us to file their 
statements in the record so that we can save as much time as possible. 

I presume we have not had a chance to confer concerning the request 
of witnesses, Senator Case, but I would suggest over the noon hour 
that we get hold of the clerks of our respective committees and see 
what we may have to conclude as to further testimony and further 
hearings upon this bill. 

The Commissioners have suggested, I believe, that the order of 
presentation on the part of the District will be first by Mr. Spencer. 
Is this the outline of the witnesses as are suggested by the District 
of Columbia? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I notice there are some, and 
I presume it is important that all of them testify. but I wonder if it 
is necessary for everybody who is listed to testify, or would it be 
possible that some of those might be consolidated with the major 
witnesses who will testify. 

Mr. Spencer. We might go over that and see if there is anybody 
that we feel we can eliminate, and we will certainly keep the testimony 
down to a minimum and do everything that we can by just putting 
statements in the record. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Fine. Is the first witness 
you desire to call Mr. Auld, the Director of Sanitary Engineering? 
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Mr. Spencer. No, I would like to go on for just a moment and then 
we would like to have General Prentiss come on to give you an outline 
of the program and the need for it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Spencer. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SAMUEL SPENCER, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONERS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like to express the appreciation of the ee and of the 
various District of Columbia officials who will appear before you 
for the privilege of appearing before this committee nd presenting 
to you the proposed public-works program for the District of 
Columbia. 

I would also like to thank you for holding this joint hearing and 
for having it at such an early date in the session. 

The public-works program is something that the Board of Commis 
sioners and the previous Beard of Commissioners have given a great 
deal of thought to, and also various of the key officials of the District 
have done very extensive work on it. 

In addition to that, a very able citizens’ committee, the Addison 
committee, has been very active in the formulation of this plan over a 
period of almost 2 years. 

Finally, the United States Bureau of the Budget has also made a 
careful study of the plan, particularly with respect to the financial 
aspects of it. 

We feel that this is a very carefully and well-thought-out plan, and 
the Commissioners have gone into and approved all of the policy con- 
ditions that are involved in it, but the details of the plan have been 
in the charge of General Prentiss, and at this time I would like to ask 
General Prentiss to come over and to give you a summary of the pro- 
posed program and the need for it. 

So, if I may ask General Prentiss to come over at this time, I 
would appreciate it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions at 
this time of Commissioner Spencer ¢ 

The Cuarrman. In general, then, the plan is to present a need for 
the program first and then to consider the revenues necessary to meet 
that need. 

Mr. Srencer. That is it, in general. General Prentiss will go over 
the need for the program and a statement of what is entailed in the 
program, and I believe that that will take maybe 30 or 40 minutes, and 
after that we will go into the detailed work that will be done in the 
various departments, and the various department heads will give you 
the need for the specific items of construction that they are concerned 
with. 

Then when we have done that, the last 2 hours of our session will 
be taken up by Mr. Fowler, the budget officer, in a general discussion 
of the financial situation, and after that Mr. Martin, the financial 
officer of the District, will go into the tax aspects of the whole program. 

The Carman. Is it not a fact that the Commissioners have re 
cently submitted a budget, or the President has submitted a budget on 
behalf of the District of Columbia which does not really carry any 
capital improvements or public-works program, and the reason for 
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that is that existing law requires the Commissioners to present a bal- 
anced budget, and that your present revenues are such that you could 
not propose a public-works program within the revenues available / 

Mr. Spencer. That is exactly correct; yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Could I ask this one general 
question ; does your proposed plan, assuming of course revenues, which 
are anticipated with new taxes, is it self-liquidating? It is a 10-year 
program. When you end up at the 10-year point are you in debt or 
are you financed, or what is the situation ? 

Mr. Spencer. The proposed pl: wn with respect to the water fund 
will be self-liquidating, and also with respect to the new sewer fund. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I do not mean that. Is the 
proposed program predicated so that at the end of 10 years it is pre- 
sumed and assumed that the entire program will have been paid for, 
and we will have a balanced program, or we will have a financial 
deficit. 

Mr. Spencer. At the end of 10 years we will have a substantial debt 
to the Federal Government under the program which we will be 
paying off in annual payments that will extend over a period of 30 
vears, so that we will have that additional time. 

’ And also, as we forecast. the revenues and expenses of the District 
of Columbia to the best of our ability, it looks as though toward the 
latter part of that 10-year period we will need some additional reve- 
nue. Mr. Fowler will be prepared to give you the details on that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. General Pren- 

tiss, we will now hear you. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. LOUIS W. PRENTISS, ENGINEER COM- 
MISSIONER, BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


General Prentiss. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate this 
opportunity to speak for the other two Commissioners. If I appear 
to be overenthusiastic about this program for the District of Columbia, 
I home that you will recognize it as native enthusiasm. I come from 
a family whose great-great-great-grandfather moved here sometime 
prior, to 1790 at the invitation of George Washington, and he came 
here for the specific purpose of helping L’Enfant build the city of 
Washington, and particularly to build living quarters for the Federal 
employees who were to be brought down here from Philadelphia. 

My great-great-grandfather married this first one’s daughter in 
1790, and went in the housebuilding business here on Fourth Street. 
The houses they built are still standing and still being used. 

My great-grandfather was born down on Fourth Street between M 
and N Streets, on the west side of the street, in 1796. 

Since that time there have been 6 generations of my family born 
in Washington, including 3 of my children and 1 of my grand- 
children. So I am very enthusiastic and I have a deep-seated love 
for Washington. 

The Board of Commissioners appear before you gentlemen here 
today in what I feel is the role of management comparable to manage- 
ment of a large corporation, a management that is laying before its 
board of directors a plan for the expansion and growth of the company 
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to insure a healthy future. We have just such a plan as that for the 
city of Washington, and we feel that it is a plan that will provide the 
municipal facilities which are so urgently demanded and badly needed 
to insure that this is a Federal city to which all citizens can point 
with pride. 

We feel that it is a plan which is fair to the taxpayers of Washington 
and at the same time fair to the other Federal taxpayers who liy 
outside of the boundaries of the District of Columbia. 

It is a flexible plan, and one that is going to need revision every 
year. No one, no matter how good he may be, can forecast over 2 
10-year period and figure out exactly what kind of municipal facilities 
should be built in the years of 1960, 1961, 1962, and so forth. We 
are presenting to you the scope of a program, and we are not asking 
you gentlemen to approve specific projects. We want to justify the 
program on the basis of the needs, recognizing that as the city grows, 
and the factors change that influence the requirements for a city gov 
ernment, we will have a plan that is flexible and can shift with it. 

So, we expect to revise each year, both the requirements and the 
priorities set up under this plan. 

I am of the opinion that in the District of Columbia the Federal 
Government has been enjoying a bargain. I do not know of any 
Federal activity which over the years has failed to reflect the increased 
cost, either of growth or of inflation, and I believe these statistics 
say more than a volume of words. 

In 1920 we had a city here with a population of 438,000 people. Our 
total budget was approximately $20 million, and the Federal Govern- 
ment paid approximately $10 million, and the taxpayers of the District 
of Columbia paid $10 million. 

Thirty-four years later our city had grown to 850,000 people, an 
increase of 75 percent, and our budget had grown to $148 million, an 
increase of over 640 percent. 

The District taxpayers’ share in this budget had increased from $10 
million to $136 million, an increase of 1,260 percent. The Federal 
payment in this particular year had increased from $10 million to $12 
million, or an increase of 20 percent, which does not reflect even the 
inflation of the dollar. 

Starting with World War IT we saw the rapid expansion of the 
activities of the Federal Government here in Washington and it was 
accompanied by a mushroom growth of the city. Unfortunately it 
grew so rapidly that it was beyond the capabilities of the city with 
their wartime restrictions on construction to keep abreast of the needed 
municipal facilities. Those that we had were severely overtaxed. 

We had a sewer system here that was designed for a city of 500,000 
and it reached that population in 1931. 

With the added load during the war years it was only one of the 
many facilities that were terrifically overtaxed. 

A lack of men, money, and material during the period from 1940 
to 1946 made us limp along with facilities that we had. The popula- 
tion grew from 663,000 to 802,000 in a 10-year period, and I believe 
that ‘during the peak of the war years that even that 802,000 was 
topped. 

During the postwar period, which I referred to as 1946 and on, one 
of my predecessors, General Young, worked out a postwar building 
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program, and as a result of that program we were able, through the 
1954 budget, to either build or appropriate $179 million for capital 
improvements, which was an average of $20 million per year. 

But, despite this major construction progr am, our current needs 
were not met, and that was due largely to the ever-expanding city 
and the ever-expanding requirements and to the rising cost of 
construction. 

One dollar in 1947 or 1948 would not buy as much sewer, as much 
schoolhouse, or as much medical facility as it would prior to the war. 

During this period there were three outstanding factors that 
impressed me. 

No. 1 is that increased pay for the District employees to meet the 
rising cost of living amounted to a staggering total of $41 million 
per year more than in 1946. 

The second point is that the Federal support of the District was 
pegged under a ceiling of $12 million, at a time when everything 
else was beginning to skyrocket. During that period the Federal 
payment fluctuated between a low of $6 million, and a high of $12 
million, and it averaged $10.6 million. 

The third point which I think is impressive is that during the 
period from 1942 to 1951 the District of Columbia taxes increased 
135 percent. In the same period comparable State and local govern- 
ment taxes on an average, nationwide, increased 111.1 percent. With 
the revenue from these increased taxes the city was able to meet these 
inflated operating costs and they saw their budget jump from $74 
million to $148 million. That jump occurred between the years 1946 
and 1954, 

Likewise, during that same period as a result of these increased 
taxes they saw $179 million go into capital-improvement work. 

But today our surplus is gone. Operating costs have caught up 
with tax yields. Last year increases in ‘each fire, schoolteachers, and 
per diem employee pay increased our budget $5.5 million annually. 
Our present budget, which was mentioned here a little while ago by 
Senator Case, is approximately $141 million, and it contains no pro- 
vision for public works, in the general funds other than a continuation 
of the projects which were authorized in 1954. 

It contains some water construction, about half as much as we need 
for some highway construction, about half as much as we need, and 
I believe it initiates one minor construction project for an incinerator. 

We feel that we have come to the crossroads, and the question is 
which way are we going to go? Are we going to continue to build 
and go up, or are we going to stop building and go down! In my 
estimation any city that stops building is a city that is on the road to 
decay. We know that the city of Washington and the citizens of the 
United States are not going to let their city go down. We are going 
to build but we are going to have to have ways and means of building. 

This is not a situation that came upon us suddenly. It was not 
unexpected. It was forecast 2 years ago by the staff of the District 
government. It was forecast as the result of watching the levelling 
off of tax revenues, and the rising of operating costs. The hand- 
writing was on the wall, and they could see these revenues from these 
increased taxes which during the early years of 1946 and 1947 were 
bringing in a big increase in revenues, were beginning to flatten off, 
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and they could see the rising operating costs which were brought 
about by increased cost of living approaching the total revenue. 
When those two curves crossed each other, we have reached the point 
where operating costs are equalizing all our tax revenue, and there is 
no money left over for our capital improvement. 

The fact that there was a ceiling on the Federal support which we 
were happy to get in full last year, made is necessary that somebody 
sit down and begin thinking about what is the next step. 

The previous “Board of Commissioners, a year ago last March ap- 
pointed the Addison Committee, headed by Mr. Frank Addison, one 
of the leading citizens of Washington. This committee was composed 
of 25 outstanding citizens. 

It was given the mission, and I would like to read that mission: 
to review a municipal construction program for the District of Columbia with 
a view to preserving the economic stability of the city; and to recommend a 
sound financing plan for the progressive execution of any program recommended. 

This is the handiwork of the Addison Committee. I think it is 
an outstanding example of citizen participation in municipal plan- 
ning. The plan, as prepared by the Addison Committee, resulted 
from a review and analysis of requirements as stated by each of our 
department heads. As a result of its analysis and requirements, this 
committee of 25 had available to them the technical staff of many of 
our large utility companies, engineering companies, contractors, and 
other citizens in Washington, and they made a truly exhaustive study 
of the subject. 

After 6 months’ time they prepared this plan and submitted it to 
the Commissioners a year ago, last October Ist. It proposed a 6-year 
program, emphasizing that these are immediate needs, that they are 
the needs necessary to prevent the deterioration of the Capital City. 

It proposed $319 million as a program to be financed one-third by 
the Federal Government, one-third from the District funds, and one 
third on an interest-free loan basis. 

That approach was given careful consideration by the Commis- 
sioners. I know that the Addison Committee gave careful thought 
to the fact that we here in the District of Columbia lie within 
an ironclad boundary that prevents any expansion of the city, that 
we are bounded by the counties of Montgomery, Prince Georges and 
Arlington, and that we have already seen what is referred to as the 
flight “Of some of our more wealthy people to the suburbs, and we have 
no recourse to bring them back into the corporate limits of the city. 

We are constantly faced with the comparable tax rates of two of 
those counties and the District of Columbia. At the time that this 
matter was under study the per capita tax of the District of Columbia 
was $127, compared to $124 for Montgomery County and $102 for 
Arlington County. 

Upon receipt of this plan from the Addison Committee, the Com- 
missioners reviewed the scope of the plan, reviewed the cost estimates 
and reviewed the criteria. There had been some changes in all. 

As a result of this review, bringing costs up to date, bringing cri- 
teria up to date, injecting the southwest freeway into the highway 
program, we came up with a program of $359 million. We recog- 
nized that that was too much, and set about paring it down. 
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We pared it down to $332 million and submitted it as an 8-year 
program rather than a 6-year program in H. R. 6791 on the last day 
of the session, and that bill was introduced by Mr. Simpson, but no 
hearing was ever held on it. 

It provided for $98 million of District funds, $110 million of Fed- 
eral funds, and $124 million of interest-bearing loan. We recognized 
that the bill did not meet with the approval of many people who had 
a very distinct interest in it, and we have been working continuously 
on it with the staff of the Bureau of the Budget, with the staff of you 
two committees, and with citizens’ groups, and with our own depart- 
ment heads, and the result of that work is H. R. 7389, which lies before 
you today. 

This bill amounting to $305 million represents a further refinement 
and elimination of the requirements. We have cut off approximately 
another 10 percent. We have further extended the period of this pro- 
gram to 10 years, and by so doing we are accomplishing the suggestion 
that Senator Case made to us last spring, that by so doing we can be 
sure of not building anything that is not absolutely essential, by plac- 
ing the least- needed items in the lowest priority. We are proposing 
that under this bill that the Federal payment for the support of the 
District be increased from the present $11 million which is exclusive 
of water to $20 million; over the 10-year period that would bring in 
$90 million. 

We proposed new taxes for the District of Columbia amounting to 
$100 million, or $10 million a year. We likewise proposed that instead 
of paying a lump sum for water which has been done in the past, that 
the Federal Government pay, just as it does for all other services, the 


same rate that we would expect other large consumers of water we ms ; 


We also are proposing to institute a sewer service charge, and we 
would expect the Federal Government to pay the same service charge 
for its services as any other customer. ‘These new charges would add 
another $10 million to $15 million over the 10-year period. 

Last year, for example, the water bill of the District of Columbia 
government was paid as a lump sum of $1 million. Had that been 
paid for at the then going rate, the water bill would have been $1,- 
370,000. So we are proposing that under this new bill that the Federal 
Government pay for these services at the going rate. 

We likewise will ask for $111,200,000 as a loan, which will be an 
interest-bearing Treasury loan to be amortized over a 30-year period 
at a flat rate of amortization. 

The breakdown of this program is as follows: for water $35,800,000 ; 
for the sanitary sewer, $27,800,000; for highways and _ bridges, 
$111,900,000; for schools, hospitals, and other construction, including 
jails and welfare, recreation, police, fire stations, $83,300,000; and for 
storm water sewers, $46,400,000. 

The water I want to touch on briefly. This last summer we had 
several days when the consumption reached 260 million gallons a day, 
va was the figure that previous planners thought we would not 

each until some time around 1962. We have already seen instances 
vies the old sewers have been giving way and have had to be replaced. 

We have also seen pollution ruining an otherwise beautiful river. 
We sorely need the improvements in our sewage system. 
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The highways and bridges more or less speak for themselves from 
the congestion that we see. 

Our schools and hospitals and other facilities represent, in my esti- 
mation, the minimum need needed for a city that has grown as this one 
has, faster than we have been able to build schools. 

As for storm water sewers, we have seen entire subdivisions devel- 
oped in the District of Columbia without being able to provide them 
with storm water facilities. 

We have of necessity made a projection of the status of the several 
funds. We will have a sanitary sewer fund, a water fund, a highway 
fund, a general fund, and then also a motor vehicle parking fund. In 
our projection of the status of these funds, estimating the revenue and 
estimating the outgo of each fund over a period of 10 years, we find 
that the water fund is in balance, and that the water construction is 
a revenue producing type of construction. 

The sanitary sewer is a revenue producing type of construction with 
the institution of the sanitary sewer charge. 

It is in balance. 

We find that the highway construction likewise, which is revenue 
producing in the nature of gasoline taxes and automobile license fees 
will be in balance at the end of the 10-year period. 

The general fund, on the other hand, is the one which provides 
nonrevenue producing type of construction unfortunately carries with 
it the heavies cost for annual operation and maintenance. We find 
that based upon certain assumptions that have been made by our staff 
that as we look at the fund for the next 10 years it indicates that we 
will have to raise more money in order to take care of what appears 
to be the everrising cost of things if we are going to balance the fund 
at. the end of the 10 years. However, nobody can sit down today and 
look into a erystal ball and find out the answer as to how much a 
junior high school is going to cost in 1961, and nobody can sit down 
today and come up with any degree of accuracy as to the income of 
1961 of the beer tax. We do not know how many beer drinkers we 
will have in Washington, nor how much beer they will drink. We 
have to make assumptions, and I think our staff has made sound as- 
sumptions, but we do know this, that with the public works pro- 
gram we will have a budget that will be in balance in 1955. It will 
be in balance in 1956 and within the degree of accuracy of my estima 
tion of our ability to forecast 1957, it will be in balance in 1957. 

Beyond that point, it appears as though, based on our assumptions 
of costs, the costs of capital improvements and of operating existing 
municipal facilities may outstrip our revenue from the present taxes 
plus the increased taxes that we are proposing. 

We have taken into consideration in this study the inclusion in the 
city establishment of all the new construction and we have timed it in 
our forecast as to when it will come on the line and what it will cost 
to operate, staff, and maintain. 

Mr. Fowler will discuss that in a little more detail later. 

I want to emphasize the flexibility of the program and the need 
for annual revision. We propose to come betiote the Congress each 
year with the work we are going to do the following year. That per 
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mits us to give you proper rev ision of the requireme nts and proper 
revision of the priorities. 

We are proposing to raise $10 million in new taxes. Some of this 
is going to be raised in the form of our request to you gentlemen for 
authority to increase our water bill by as much as 3314 percent. In our 
studies we do not anticipate raising the water bill that much at this 
time. It appears that we will be able to finance the water construc- 
tion by raising the water bill approximately 15 percent, and for the 
average water consumer with the maximum consumption about 22 
percent. 

We are asking authority to institute a service sewer charge which 
would amount to as much as 60 percent of the new water bill. We do 
not feel that it is necessary to go beyond 50 percent, and that is what 
we are proposing at this time. 

We likewise are proposing an increase in the gasoline tax of 1 cent 
a gallon, and we are proposing a modification in the method of 
licensing automobiles. 

In general, we are trying to raise taxes that will do the least overall 
damage to the city. We rec ognize that every time we drive a home- 
owner out of the District of Columbia into the surrounding neighbor- 
ing counties, we not only lose the homeowner’s real-estate tax, but 
we lose his income tax and we lose his sales tax, at least a large part 
of it. 

We have to recognize, as I spoke of before, the relative taxes that 
are paid in these counties that surround us. With the imposition of 
these new taxes, the per capita tax of the District of Columbia will 
be $144 a year. And that will be $20 more than the present Mont 
gomery tax, and $42 more than the present Arlington County tax. 

The Cuarrman. How are those per capita determined ? 

General Prentiss. That was computed by the Department of Com- 
merce and they included all taxes which are comparable to city, county, 
and State taxes and since we here perform the functions of city, 
county, and State, that is how they were arrived at. 

Likewise, I would like to point out that in cities of 500,000 to 1 
million population, this new tax position, of per capita tax of $144 
per year, would put us in the median position. We would be No. 7 
out of 13, and I find that of those cities that are above us that there 
are a few that have special problems for having caused this higher 
per capita tax. In some instances it is caused by a publicly owned 
transit company where they have lost the taxes from the transit com 
pany, and in some instances have had to finance a deficit from general 
taxation. 

The Cuarrman. The clerk has handed me a statement which ap- 
parently was prepared by the Board of Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia on January 13, 1954, which lists the per capita local taxes 
of 18 cities prepared by the Bureau of the Budget. I should like 
to introduce that into the record at this time, because siaperetiity it 
is the statement from which General Prentiss has made his statement 
that Washington is in the median position. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Without objection, it will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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Per capita State and local taxes in 13 city areas having 500,000 to 1,000,000 
inhabitants in 1950 
Total taza, 


City : State-city area 
San Francisco en met ceeneaietaeeteobeitetos tbe docs $197. 71 
Boston_____- a wii ead ¥ ‘ - 195. 52 
Milwaukee spo bel seen ad dy battled bende bchieled bibl diwelbiid ocd bh QUE 167. 48 
Minneapolis bx pabenael oka hth k ale ataniadniesh bcapedeases -_. 166.87 
Buffalo on a niet ee ME 
New Orleans rae : 2 Sc aeen 161. 34 
Washington___ ATOR s bth bald Jie a . 1144.70 
Cincinnati ia a aa , 142. 49 
Pittsburgh ~~~ . sietanin nih eopevbineeencanate saegellotite diptntignite nase Gulp dh —~. 137.36 
Cleveland ae Si blind tices sdaiecerciell teeta tte ain teaale tilt cerieincatey | Se ae 
Baltimore__-_- f ce oo aie haltna awtbtib— <caepeeheioeis » See 


Houston —- dell ‘ delay hes thitpartisdsaieg tnnas cbtiets ttsne aun insubinebes x. Ti. 


St. Louis... oa insisnienias tis Git Sb Gih Shits masa wditscl: | BIG 37 
I I To eae CS 7124. 46 
I a eee ike acaiacen eigen e 


1 Including new taxes contemplated in public-works program : per capita tax burden with- 
out these additional imposts stands at $134.13. 

2 Included to show relationship between District of Columbia tax burden and that borne 
in adjacent areas in Maryland and Virginia in 1952. (Source: Legislative Reference 
Service, Library of Congress, May 20, 1953.) 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 

Nore.—Total per capita taxes include payments to State, city, and owerlying taxing 
units as reported in Bureau of Census reports: Compendium of State Government Finances 
in 1952 and Compendium of City Government Finances in 1952. 


Prepared by Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia Government, Janu- 
ary 13, 1954. 

General Prentiss. We have been studying the problem of taxes in 
the District of Columbia. We did not want to lower the income- 
tax exemption because when the sales tax was introduced, it was 
introduced with the understanding, as I understand it, that we would 
not lower the income-tax exemption below the present $4,000. We 
do, however, want to repeal the personal property tax which we feel 
is not a good tax. It is a difficult tax to collect, and one that penalizes 
the honest man and allows the dishonest man to get out from under it. 

The Cuarrman. I might say that my State of South Dakota is 
adopting a rather unique method of getting collection on the personal 
property tax. 

This year, for the first time, the personal property assessments of 
every individual taxpayer are being published in one newspaper in 

“ach county and the column shows the valuation, the amount of 
moneys and credits reported, the levy of any particular taxing unit 
or district, and finally the amount of tax owed by every person so 
that every person will know exactly what his neighbor has reported 
in the way of moneys and credits on the valuation of his personal 
property and the tax that is assessed. I don’t know what the result 
is going to be, but at least it represents a very definite effort toward 
meeting the problem which you describe as so difficult in the District 
of Columbia that you want the tax repealed. 

General Prentiss. I should think it would make honest men more 
honest. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I might follow up this state- 
ment that we used to tax moneys and credits in our personal property 
tax system in Minnesota and we no longer do so. I realize we are 


all trying to impose on the District of Columbia what our State taxes 
are which would never work, of course, 


but we overwhelmingly 
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decided that the personal property tax should be abolished. We hope 
that some day Senator Case and his committee will consider that 
problem. 

The Cuarmman. Are you aware of the way in which the matter is 
handled in Virginia, General Prentiss? 

General Prentiss. No, I do not. I believe it is a percentage of 
the valuation of the house, is it not? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. The house, when it is owned. 
It is arbitrarily assessed that way. As you know, I have always 
opposed the repeal of a tax because the fact that some people beat: a 
tax isa mighty poor excuse for repealing it. 

The Cuarrman, Is there any move to repeal that in the State of 
Virginia ¢ 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Not that I know of. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There is considerable talk 
about repealing the personal property tax in Minnesota. 

General Prentiss. We are proposing to increase the income tax, not 
by reducing the assessments, but by increasing the rate. We feel 
that those people who now pay a personal property tax will have to 
pay that same amount of tax in the form of higher income taxes which, 
the assessor advises me, are easier of collection. 

The Carman. I suppose that the final resort in taxes generally 
is to resort to those taxes which are easy of collection. It is like 
plucking a goose to get the most feathers with the least squawking. 

I am wondering whether it is a fair way to approach the tax situa- 
tion in the District of Columbia. If you rely upon the income tax 
the tax falls upon the income earners, but where you have, as you do 
in the City of Washington, a great many people who have accum- 
ulated or inherited property and who come here and enjoy the services 
which are provided by the streets and by the utilities and by the various 
things which are offered in the city of Washington, but yet who have 
no great current income, so to speak, which are living from accum- 
ulated wealth, there is a question of whether or not they pay a fair 
share or whether the payments are made in proportion to ability 
to pay. 

It may be easier to get those who are collecting incomes because you 
have some definite standard of measurement, but it is not necessarily a 
collection of taxes, either for services rendered, or on the basis of the 
ability to pay. 

General Prentiss. Mr. Martin, our tax assessor, will make a presen- 
tation at the last of our presentation tomorrow, and he will go into 
each of these taxes in a little more detail. 

In our presentation I am going to ask Mr. Bartholomew, the chair- 
man of the National Capital Planning Commission, if he will make 
a very short statement as representing the view of the National 
Capital Planning Commission on this program. 

And then we are going to present the separate funds one at a time. 
We will have the complete presentation on the water fund which will 
include the justification for the work, the scope of the work and the 
financing so that when we finish with water you will have had the full 
picture. 

42387—54—_8 
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Lhen we will take up the sanitary sewer fund, the justification, the 
financing, and complete it. 

Then we take the highway fund the same way, and then we will 
take the general fund last of all, where we will describe the detailed 
requirements of several categories of work, and then discussions by 
the budget officer and the assessor, since the general fund is the one 
which will give us the greatest concern. 

Representative Tate. In your presentation you have pointed out 
that your program is based on certain assumptions. 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. 

Representative Tate. And the validity of the program will depend 
on the validity of those assumptions. 

General Prentiss. Not the validity of the program, but the validity 
of a projected study of income and outgo. 

Representative Tarte. That is better. You put it better. I wanted 
to ask you and the subsequent witnesses what those assumptions are. 

General Prentiss. We will submit for each of you a copy of this 
projection, with the assumptions on the top, and I would like to state 
that in any kind of a projection such as this, that where you start with 
the anticipated income for 1955 and we start that way and compute 
it now a year before 1955 starts, and then predicate our increases in 
income from that point, if we are off $1 million or $2 million in income, 
which is quite possible, based upon the fluctuations in business con 
ditions, that $2 million is multiplied by 10, under this kind of a fore- 

cast, and you can be in error at the end of a 10-year period by $20 
alien: if you first were in error by $2 million. 

So that is why we say if we can look forward for 1955, 1956, and 
1957, as being reasonably in balance, we know that we, the Commis- 
sioners, are going to be forced to take steps to present a balanced 
budget every year, and each year we will have to take new readings 
based upon the previous year’s income and our estimate of last year’s 
cost. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Could I ask you again for 
the figure which you gave for highway and bridge construction ? 

General Prentiss. $111,900,000. 

Representative O’ Hara of Minnesota. What part of it is highways? 

General Prentiss. I believe that that provides for the construction 
of one bridge over the Potomac River to serve the central business 
area, and as I recall the item in there for the bridge alone, exclusive 
of the highway work necessary to connect it into the bridge, was 
about $23 million. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In the construction of these 
bridge costs, do you anticipate that some of these States surrounding 
you would contribute to the cost of that? It is to the benefit of their 
taxpayers as well as the District of Columbia. 

General Prentiss. In the consideration of bridges for the District 
of Columbia, I think that we have to recognize that bridges are a 
necessity in a metropolitan area. We are going to need a bridge at 
Jones Point, which is at Alexandria, in order to permit traffic to 
bypass Washington on the east. 

We are going to need a bridge in the vicinity of Cabin John in order 
to allow traffic to bypass Washington on the west. 
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We are going to need a bridge to serve the central business area 
here in Washington. 

We recognize that while these bridges help the States, and the resi- 
dents of those States, the two bridges that would be built outside of 
the District of Columbia will be of benefit to the District by keeping 
unnecessary and undesired traffic out of the District of Columbia. 
So, in doing this, from the viewpoint of the metropolitan area, rather 
than the one-bridge study, it would appear to me that if we could 
persuade Mary]: und and Vi irginia to build the Cabin John bridge, and 
could persuade either the Federal Government or all of the jurisdic- 
tions concerned, which would be Maryland, Virginia, the District 
of Columbia, and the Federal Government, to build the Jones Point 
bridge, that we would be justified in building the central crossing 
bridge which, regardless of where we build it here in W ashington, 
would start and end on Federal property. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have some further 
statement to make ? 

General Prentiss. I have 1 or 2 more statements to make. 

We recognize that it is easy to prepare a plan such as this that 
would meet with the approval of the taxpayers of the District of 
Columbia. All we have to do is to propose that Uncle Sam pick up 
the check. 

We recognize also that it would be relatively easy to get a lot of 
support for this program from the Federal interests if we proposed 
to the Federal Government that the District of Columbia pick up the 
entire check. 

So we have felt that we had to present a program that was fair to 
both, and we feel that we have walked down a tightrope from one end 
of the avenue to the other with the taxpayers supporting one end 
of it, and I think that they will support it the day after tomorrow, and 
the Bureau of the Budget supporting the other end. 

We feel that our program is fair, and we feel that it has received 
more assistance by individual citizens and by citizens’ organizations. 
than any legislation in recent years that has emanated from the Dis- 
trict. It has been overhauled, revised, and refined, and I think it 
reflects the thinking of the best brains that we have been able to 
develop in Washington to help us. 

As Benjamin Franklin said, in commenting on the new Constitution 
of the United States, “It may not be perfect, but it is the best we can 
do at this time.” 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, 
gentlemen ? 

The Cuarrman. Are you prepared to give to the committee at this 
time the figures on the several grants or allocations of such funds a 
public works, WPA, FWA, CWA, and so forth. 

General Prentiss. We have compiled, and I believe that Mr. Martin 
or Mr. Fowler have the figures, we have compiled figures that show 
the percentage of Federal income as a function of the total income 
in the District, and that on a comparison of every State in the Union, 
and I may not be answering the question exactly, but it shows, for 
example, that there are certain States where the Federal grants con 
stitute as much as 35 percent of the State income. 
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The Cuatrman. I am going to ask you for some specific tables. 

General Prentiss. May I say one more point there? 

The CHatrman. Yes. 

General Prentiss. I believe along that line that the average for the 
country is about 14 percent, and in the District of Columbia, including 
the payment to the District for the operation of the District govern- 
ment, it runs 13.4 percent, and excluding the payment to the District 
for the operation of the District government, it comes down to a 
figure of about 5.1 percent, as compared to an average for the country 
as a whole, the States as a whole, of about 14 percent. 

The Cuarrman. I am going to ask for quite a bit of detail which I 
would like to have prepared at the earliest possible date and made 
available in the form of tables, copies of which will be available for 
all members of the committees. 

I will want one table which will show the budget for each of the 
last 20 years from 1933 through 1953. 

I want another column on that table to show the actual expenditures 
for each of these years. 

Another column should show the source of the revenues, divided 
between that collected by taxes within the District and the contribu- 
tion of the Federal Government under the so-called annual 
contribution. 

Then I should like a table which will show the total amounts of 
grants-in-aid by the Federal Government for social security or welfare 
benefits. 

Another table showing the totals of Federal moneys given to the 
District of Columbia by any and all of the several agencies of the 
Government which have assisted in construction; for example, the 
Federal Works Agency; the Civil Works Administration; the Public 
Works Administration, what we used to call the PWA; the Work 
Projects Administration, which we used to call the WPA: and the 
contributions from the United States Bureau of Public Roads for 
street or highway construction or any special appropriations which 
have made a contribution to the construction of streets, bridges, or 
any other type of public construction. 

General Prentiss. That was from 1933? 

The Cuarrman. Yes, sir; from 1933 through 1953. 

Another table which would give certain statistics on the growth of 
the city in the last 20 years, and for the purposes of comparison I think 
it would be sufficient if we used the years 1933, 1943, and 1953. 

That table should show the population within the city limits as of 
each of the 3 years mentioned, and secondly, the working population 
in the city for each of those 3 years mentioned; and thirdly, the Fed- 
eral employment of Federal employees who work in the city and use 
the city facilities. 

That is, I recognize that some of the Federal employees do not live 
in Washington, yet they do place a certain demand upon the streets, 
sewer facilities, water supply, police requirements, and so forth. 

Fourthly, the school population attending public schools in the city 
in the years 1933, 1943, and 1953. 

Then there should be a figure also which would show those attending 
private schools, that is the demand for those who attended the public 
schools requires public-school buildings, but all those who attend 
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schools in the city do place some demand upon the utility services of 
the city, and I think that would be helpful if we got that comparison. 

Then, fifth, the number of family housing units in the city for each 
of the 3 specified years. 

Sixth, the assessment on real estate for each of the 3 specified years, 
and distinguished between residential dwellings and business real 
estate. 

General Prentiss. That assessment was the total assessment for the 
residential for each of those 3 years, and the total assessment for 
business establishments ? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Seventh, some figure which would give us a clue to growth of Fed- 
eral buildings within the city. I don’t know if you can give it on a 
cubic-foot basis or a square footage basis, but there ought to be some 
way of determining the actual increase of public buildings i in the city 
where the Federal Government places demands upon the utility serv 
ices of the city. 

General Prentiss. Would that include rental space or only fed- 
erally owned buildings ? 

: The Cuarrman. I would say the nonrental space, the Government- 
owned space, because the rental space should be covered by the assess- 
ment. We do not want to duplicate that. 

Eighth, a table which will show the expenditures on these facilities 
for example under which should be streets and highways, miles that 
were maintained in 1933, 1943, and 1953. Sec ondly, ’ under that head- : 
ing of the increase in facilities would be the waterworks, what was 
the increase in waterworks as of the first year and the 2 succeeding 
10-year periods, and that could be indicated by gallons of storage 
that was available, the capacity of the treatment plants, of the miles 
of the mains, and then the same thing on the sewers. 

And also a figure under the facilities of the number of schools with 
the classroom or cubic feet of space, however you measure the increase 
in facilities, and the same with regard to institutions. 

I have personally thought that one of the biggest deficiencies in the 

public building program has been in the institutional facilities, anti- 
waahall buildings that are being used, and just within the past few 
days the crowding of the Receivi ing Home. 
! If you could get and give us the number of people who were accom- 
j modated in 1933, 1943, and 1953 in the Receiving Home or in the differ- 
; ent institutions. 

The purpose of these figures is to try to get in a factual way a picture 
of the growth of the city, because, as I see the picture, our problem or 
the problem of the members of these committees, who want to do some- 
thing about this in dealing with the other Members of Congress and 
making a presentation to them, is not going to be to say, “Well, the Fed- 
eral Government provided 10 percent of the budget, or $8 million or $11 
million or $12 million,” but it is going to be able to demonstrate to the 
other Members of the Congress that here we have an expanding city, 
and what we have been doing for it has not kept pace with the 
expansion. 

I just jotted down the idea that I thought would help to give us a 
picture in that concrete form. I think it would be helpful to the com- 
mittee if we could have that fairly early in the hearing—and in con- 
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nection with this, if you think of some other yardstick that we could 
use to measure the growth of the city and the inadequacy of the revenue 
to meet the needs of the growing city, I would be glad to have that 
supplemented with additional tables. 

General Prentiss. I think we have already accumulated quite a bit 
of that information and we will get it in shape. 

The Cuairman. Judge Smith suggests that another figure that 
would be helpful would be if we had some figure on the load of work 
on the police, which requires more personnel by reason of Federal 
protection in the District of Columbia and for which the District of 
Columbia budget has to provide. 

General Prentiss. We will get that as soon as we possibly can get it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other 
questions ? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Two or three years ago the Com- 
missioners came before us for a proposal to revamp and reconstruct 
the waterworks. It came up as an emergency matter and had to be 
done right away and came up with the figures of what it would cost. 
We got the legislation through. I see in here some more figures for 
doing that same work. What is the explanation for that ! 

General Prentiss. First I will indicate that in oir detailed presen- 
tation which will follow, Mr. Auld will assume the explanation for 
the reasons behind this. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. I will wait for that, then. But 
what is in my mind is that if we were as far off then, how can we rely 
any more on the figures you are giving us today ? 

General Prentiss. The joint study that was prepared by the District 
of Columbia and the engineer district of the Corps of Engineers was 
prepared on cost figures of 1950, and what we are finding is that the 
cost index has jumped in that type of construction from an index of 
somewhere around 480 to about 611 today, which means that we cannot 
build as much as we had expected to, and therefore the costs have made 
it necessary for us to refinance. 

The Cuatrman. Do you want the answer to that question now, 
Judge Smith? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. I will defer my question on that 
until a little later. 

Senator Burke. You told us you pumped 250 million gallons of 
water a day. You did not tell us what the water capacity was at your 
pumping station or stations. 

General Prentiss. Our rated capacity is 234 million gallons a day, 
and we were operating on a surcharge basis. The aqueduct that brings 
that water into Washington from Great Falls has a daily capacity of 
214 million gallons. 

Senator Burke. So you are dangerously overtaxed today. 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir; and we are supplementing that by tak- 
ing water out of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and the Dalecarlia 
plant supplements the water available from Great Falls. 

The CuarrMan. I should like to say that the Senate membership 
on the District of Columbia Committee feels it is fortunate in having 
a new member, Senator Burke from Ohio. 

Senator Burke comes to the committee with probably the finest 
qualifications for service on this committee of any member of the com- 
mittee at the present time. He has been, in the immediate past—9 or 
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10 years—mayor of the city of Cleveland, Ohio, having served there 
for 414 terms, I believe. 

The fact. of his election and reelection speaks eloquently of the grasp 
he must have of municipal affairs and of the problems which he en- 
countered in Cleveland, Ohio, which is very comparable in size to the 

city of Washington. 

We have a tendenc ‘y to feel that Washington has grown in the last 
few years, and so have many other cities, and the city of Cleveland is 
one of those which has experienced this period of a growing city. 

For myself, I welcome his membership on the committee, and I 
want to commend the interest he has taken in this particular committee 
because, as a matter of fact, he is new to the committee and we have 
not yet assigned him to a subcommittee, and the fact that he has come 
here to get this background picture of the city. 

I am pleased to have him here and to introduce to you Senator 
Burke, our new member on the District of Columbia Committee. 

Senator Burke. Thank you. I understand, though, that that is an 
invitation to go to work. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Our next witness is Mr. Bar- 
tholomew, Chairman of the National Capital Planning Commission. 

We will be glad to hear from you and your presentation, Mr. 
Bartholomew. 


STATEMENT OF HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Barruoromew. Mr. Chairman, my statement will be very brief: 

The National Capital Planning Commission on December 12 en- 
dorsed a program of public works construction for the District of 
Columbia, and passed a particular resolution which I won’t read but 
which I will file for the record. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HARLAND BARTHOLOMEW, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING 
COMMISSION 


The National Capital Planning Commission on December 12, 1952, endorsed 
a program of public works construction for the District of C olumbia in accord- 
ance with the following resolution: 

“Motion duly carried adopting the following resolution: 

“Whereas the sound planning, development, and operation of the District of 
Columbia and its environs are vital to the proper functioning of the Nation’s 
Capital as the seat of the Federal Government, as prescribed in article 1 of the 
Constitution of the United States; and 

“Whereas population changes, material and financial shortages resulting from 
the war and the defense program, rising costs and other factors have combined 
to delay needed construction until today a backlog of essential public works has 
accumulated ; and 

“Whereas an accelerated construction program of considerable magnitude 
is urgently required effectively to service the Federal establishment, residents, 
and visitors, and to achieve a balanced local economy ; and 

“Whereas responsibility for developing, maintaining, and operating the Fed- 
eral City is a joint responsibility of the Federal Government and local citizens: 
Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the National Capital Planning Commission endorses an 
immediately accelerated public works program conforming to the adopted 
comprehensive plan and financed jointly by the Federal and local governments.” 
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The orderly development of any city requires the coordination of public 
works construction. The customary procedure is for the city planning com- 
mission to select from the comprehensive city plan a 5- or 6-year advance pro- 
gram of public works from which there would be selected those projects which 
are of first priority and which should constitute the program for the immediately 
ensuing year. This is the procedure provided for in the National Capital 
Planning Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 781). 

Washington is now confronted with an emergency situation so far as public 
works are concerned because of the many delays encountered as a result of the 
war. Other factors, such as extraordinary population growth, have created an 
unusual backlog of much needed public improvements. The Board of District 
Commissioners and the Citizens Advisory Committee on Public Works have per- 
formed a much needed public service in devising the plan which has now been 
presented to you. 


Since there is a joint Federal and city responsibility for the construction of 
public works, the National Capital Planning Commission believes that a com- 
prehensive long-range program is particularly urgent and desirable at this 
time. While the Commission has not made an exhaustive study of the program 
as a whole, it is assumed that the proposals for individual projects will be 
considered in the customary way as provided by law and as the location and 
design for specific projects are proposed. 

While certain differences may arise from time to time with respect to some 
projects, which differences should and can be resolved, these should in no way 
impair the validity of the overall program. It is the impression of the Commis- 
sion that the program coincides in large measure with the comprehensive city 
plan for which this Commission is responsible. We are pleased, therefore, to 
urge most respectfully an early approval and authorization. 

Mr. Barrnotomew. The orderly development of any city requires 
the coordination of public works construction. 

The customary procedure in most cities is for the city planning com- 
mission to select from the comprehensive city plan a 5- or 6-year ad 
vanced program of public works from which there would be selected 
those projects which are of first priority and which should constitute 
the program for the immediately ensuing year. 

This is the procedure provided for in the National Capital Plan 
ning Act of 1952. That applies to our Commission. 

Washington, however, is now confronted with an emergency situa- 
tion so far as public works are concerned because of the many delays 
encountered as a result of the war. Other factors, such as extraordi- 
nary population growth, have created an unusual backlog of much- 
needed public improvements. 

The Board of District Commissioners and the Citizens Advisory 
Committee on Public Works have performed a much-needed public 
service in devising the plan which has now been presented to you. 

Since there is a joint Federal and city responsibility for the con- 
struction of public works, the National Capital Planning Commission 
believes that a comprehensive, long-range program is particularly 
—ae and desirable at this time. 

hile the Commission has not made an exhaustive study of the 
program as a whole, it is assumed that the proposals for the indi- 
vidual projects will be considered in the customary way, as provided 
by law and as the locaton and design for specific projects are proposed. 

While certain differences may arise from time to time with respect 
to certain projects, which differences can and should be resolved, these 
jn no way should impair the validity of an overall program. 

It is the belief of the Commission that the program coincides in 
large measure with the comprehensive city plan for which our Com- 
mission is responsible. 
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We are pleased, therefore, to urge most respectfully an early ap- 
proval and authorization. 

Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, 
gentlemen ? 

If not, thank you, Mr. Bartholomew. 

Mr. Spencer, is it the desire that Mr. Auld be heard now? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. D. V. Auld, Director of 
the Department of Sanitary Engineering. 

[ presume, Mr, Auld, your testimony deals strictly with that part 
of the program dealing with the general subject of sanitation; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir; it does. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID V. AULD, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
SANITARY ENGINEERING 


Mr. Avtp. I have a statement which I would like to put in your 
hands. I do not intend to read it. However, I will try to be much 
briefer about it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would you like at this point 
in the record, Mr. Auld, that your statement appear in full? 

Don’t you think it would be wise for the purpose of the record that 
that be done? 

Mr. Aut. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Without objection, it may 
appear at this point in the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Auld is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Davip V. AULD, Drrector, DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY ENGINEERING 


In 1941, the Congress directed that engineering studies be undertaken for the 
development of a plan to insure an adequate future water supply for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. This action resulted in a joint report which on February 18, 
1946, was transmitted to the Congress by the Board of Commissioners and the 
Chief of Engineers (H. Doc. 480, 79th Cong.). This report included a review of 
existing water facilities, an analysis of future water requirements of the District 
and environs, and a determination of the various works to be built in order to 
meet the water requirements through the year 2000. The resulting construction 
program Was approved by Congress in 1950. 

Since publication of the joint report substantial progress has been made 
through the construction of many of the needed facilities. The 10-year pro- 
gram now presented constitutes the segment of the water system expansion 
next to be undertaken if water requirements are to be satisfied. 

The total works for the 10-year period 1955 through 1964 are divided as 
follows: 


Collection and purification facilities (aqueduct) _._..__.___._____ $21, 289, 000 
Distribution facilities__.__....__- sadainie nate ani : . 14, 499, 000 
ON naa lta iat ciceammenie iccsiaieitieiiedinas si ae Yh 


The water-construction program put forward in 1946 was predicated on 
gradually increasing water demands. The works proposed were scheduled to 
become progressively available to meet these growing water requirements. 
Experience since that time has shown the estimates to have been surprisingly 
accurate since maximum summer requirements have consistently borne out or 
exceeded expectations. There appears, therefore, no alternative to continuing 
with expansion of water facilities on about the scale initially contemplated 
and as approved by the Congress. 
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At times since 1940 the water system has been severely strained to meet the 
requirements placed upon it. In 1940, for example, the average annual daily 
water requirement was about 110 million gallons and the maximum single day’s 
usage was 153 million gallons, By 1952 the average daily requirements were 174 
million gallons and peak loading exceeding 263 million gallons on several oc 
casions during the summer of 1953. This shows an increase of about 72 percent 
in maximum demands in the space of a few years. 

In predicting water needs for the years ahead the joint report had not antici- 
pated maxinium daily consumptions at these high levels until about 1959. The 
growth in demand which many expected to subside at the conclusion of the war 
has not slackened and based on this experience the virtual certainty of a 
continued growth in water requirements must be recognized. Sufficient plant 
capacity to meet these foreseeable conditions is essential. 

During the coming 10-year period construction of a new raw water supply 
from the Potomac River must be carried forward. The two existing conduits 
from Great Falls have a maximum net capacity of 214 million gallons daily which 
is approximately 50 million gallons less than daily demands already experienced. 
One of these conduits is over 90 years old and under present conditions neither 
line can be considered as structurally dependable. This shortage in capacity is 
now being met by a temporary and undependable expedient and until an addi 
tional source of raw water is available the continuity of the water supply to 
Washington must be regarded as not absolutely assured under all conditions. 

During these 10 years substantially increased filtration capacity must be pro 
vided and for this reason it is proposed to construct a filter building, a chemical 
building and additional flocculation-sedimentation facilities at the Dalecarlia 
filter plant. Even though these major facilities are authorized for construction 
at the outset of this program, the complexities of design and construction are 
such that they will not come into full production until 1957 or 1958 at the earliest. 
By this time maximum daily demands could reach 50 million gallons in excess 
of the existing filter plant ratings if consumptions continue to exceed predictions 
by the margin already experienced in 1953. 

Just as production facilities must be increased to meet the overall require 
ments, there must be a complementary extension of trunk water mains throughout 
many portions of the city in order to carry the increased quantities of water 
into the regions where it is to be consumed. Not only has there been an ex- 
pansion in population which promises to continue into the years ahead, but 
also the relatively few areas remaining undeveloped within the District are be 
coming inhabited at least in part through a redistribution of the people already 
present in the city. The development of sparsely occupied areas and the ap- 
proaching saturation of already populated areas will bring continuous and press- 
ing requirements for the extension of distribution pipelines and reinforcement 
of the existing piping network. 

Typical of major pipeline construction are the crosstown interconnecting trunk 
main and its extension, the southeast relief trunk main, both of which must 
make substantial progress during the next 10 years. For basic security to the 
city in the event of any failure of the single raw water supply to the McMillan 
filtration plant and also in order to give the city the benefit of the increased 
filter capacities at the Dalecarlia filtration plant, the crosstown main would 
extend into and through the central city. In order that the greatly expanded 
territory east of the Anacostia River may be adequately supplied, the southeast 
relief main must be constructed from the central city to the far side of the 
Anacostia River. Elsewhere in the system added filtered water storage, in- 
creased pumping facilities, and other reinforcing trunk water mains as well as 
consumer service extensions must be carried forward according to existing and 
expected demands. 

After completion of the works listed in the 10-year program, it is expected that 
continuing water system expansion will be required in the years thereafter. It 
is hoped this may be carried out at a somewhat slower construction rate and 
the financing studies anticipate this possibility. As now foreseen, there will be 
a scattering of major construction projects until 1978. After this the system 
should be capable of meeting the ultimate requirements of Washington as it at- 
tains population saturation in the 1980 and 1990 decades. 

The individual projects and the specific needs thereafter are described in detail 
in House Document 480, 79th Congress. The construction sequence and current 
cost estimates of the individual projects are given by the accompanying tabula- 
tions titled: “Washington Aqueduct Capital Outlay, 1955-64": “Washington 
Aqueduct Capital Outlay, 1965-78” ; “Water Distribution System Capital Outlay, 
1955-64"; “Water Distribution System Capital Outlay, 1965-70.” 
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FINANCING WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

The water fund is used exclusively to defray the costs of operating and con- 
structing the water system. All appropriations for both the supply system under 
the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army (aqueduct) and the distribu- 
tion system under the Commissioners are derived from this fund. The water 
activity operates and has operated for many years as an entirely self-supporting 
municipal utility. 

In 1947, the Congress examined the ability of the water fund to finance the 
proposed construction program and as a result authorized an increase in water 
rents and water-main assessments of 25 percent and initiated the annual lump- 
sum payment of $1 million in recognition of the use of water by the Federal 
Government. This was accomplished in the District of Columbia Revenue Act 
of 1947. 

Although it seemed probable to the Commissioners that the financial aid to 
the water-construction program granted under the Revenue Act of 1947 would 
be insufficient to permit the necessary rate of construction, it was hoped that if 
prices dropped from the levels prevailing at that time the program could at least 
be satisfactorily started. After several years it was apparent that construction 
costs instead of decreasing had increased at a rapid rate and that water revenues 
would be insufficient to carry out the work as planned. The Commissioners, 
therefore, in 1950 submitted a bill to Congress requesting the authorization of 
loans up to a limit of $23 million. The loan authorization was enacted as Public 
Law 533, 8lIst Congress. Based on the construction cost levels prevailing during 
the spring of 1950, it was anticipated that with the aid of these Treasury loans 
it would have been possible to carry out the water expansion program as then 
scheduled and repay all such loans with interest within approximately 30 years. 

Public Law 533 was approved on June 2, 1950, and the Korean action began 
the same month. Therefore, coincident with the major start of water system 
expansion a further drastic increase in construction costs began. Also beginning 
in fiscal year 1952, Congress directed the fluoridation of the public water supply 
which over the 30 year financing period will have resulted in over $3 million 
of added cost obligation against water revenues which was not previously 
anticipated. 

In addition to increased construction costs, the inflationary effects on oper- 
ating expenses since 1949 have added $1,380,000 per vear. The increase from this 
cause alone exceeds the total added revenues resulting from the 1947 water rate 
increase by 53 percent. 





Comparison of anticipated revenues, operating expenses and construction costs 
with those of January 1950 


[Thousands of dollars] 


1951-54 1955-64 1951-80 
+ years 10 years 30 years 


Estimated revenues of water fund, assuming present rates un- 
changed 








792 
129 
5, 680 


Estimated operating expenses- .--- 





Margin available for capital improvements 5, 680 


(73, 094) 
Estimated cost of capital improvements needed 88, 020 
67, 605) 
Ge OP GI Witte dancaccnccccnteccsuass- —32, 340 





+ (5, 489) 








Note.— Estimates of 1950 shown in parnetheses. 


Over the original 30-year construction and financing period from 1951 through 
1980 there would at present prices and revenues be a water fund deficit of 
$32 million instead of a surplus of $5,498,000 as anticipated in 1950. 

It is, therefore, apparent that the income now available to the water system 
must be increased substantially without delay. Otherwise, to continue the expan- 
sion program, it would be necessary to borrow a principal amount of approxi- 
mately $37,600,000 instead of the $23 million anticipated in 1950 and this larger 
debt could not be liquidated with interest until the year 2060. During this 
period, the maximum debt including accrued interest would reach $60 million 
and total interest paid would exceed $98 million. A sample increase of the 
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borrowing authorization therefore would provide insufficient relief to permit 
the work to go forward as necessary. The year-to-year analysis of these data 
is given in the attached tables: 

Table I shows anticipated income under present law from all sources throug 
1980 

Table II-A gives ali capital outlay requirements through 1980 and shows 
deficiencies in available funds to meet these requirements. 

Table III-A shows debt and interest calculations in support of the above 
statement. 

WATER RENTS 


Title I of the bill provides authority to the Commissioners to increase water 
charges by not more than 33% percent. If all elements of this title become 
law and if operating and construction costs remain at present levels, it is antici- 
pated that the required maximum water-rate increase would be approximately 
22.2 percent. The total increased income from such higher water rates during 
the financing period, i. e., between fiscal years 1955 and 1980, inclusive, would 
be approximately $25,600,000. 

A comparison of present rates in Washington with those of the other largest 
cities in the United States indicates that at the lower consumpion levels Wash- 
ingon’s rate is already relatively high. Hence, a large increase in the present 
$10.94 annual advance minimum charge would place the District at too high 
a point with respect to the majority of the other large cities. For this reason 
the recommended rate would carry a charge of only $12 per annum for the 
advance minimum. The present $10.94 charge was the result of the former 
25 percent flat increase occurring in 1948 and this odd figure produces awkward 
computations in the making of thousands of fractional bills each year. An 
advance charge divisible by 12 is administratively preferrable for this reason, 
Also under the existing rate the annual allowance of 7,500 cubic feet is an 
awkward figure for fractional billing and under the proposed rate this allowance 
would be reduced to 7,200 cubic feet because it too is divisible by 12. 

The present charge for excess consumption is 9 cents per 100 cubic feet. It 
is proposed to increase this to 11 cents or by 22.2 percent. It is necessary always 
that this commodity charge avoid the use of fractional parts of a cent otherwise 
bill computations would become much too complicated. 

Since the average domestic account will experience an increase of about 15 
percent and since the average unmetered or flat-rate account has about the same 
annual cost as these domestic accounts, it is proposed to raise flat-rate charges 
only 15 percent instead of 22 percent. 

The rates proposed are as follows: 











Now Proposed Increase 
Annual advance minimum charge. - : | $10.94 aie | $12 Site --| $1.06. 
Annual allowance | 7,500 cubic feet 7,200 cubic feet _- 
Excess charge per 100 cubic feet 9 cents... 11 cents | 2 cents 
Flat rate and other unmetered service Varies Varies 15 percent. 


The effect of this on consumers of various types is as follows: 





; | | 
| Annual bill | 
Type of users | + — Se Annual | Percent 
' : Present | Proposed | increase increase 
rate | rate 
onpeas spnnessenntesininniinaenaiaiaieraapianmetiapmnteattiins —— a on ——_——__——_|___—- 
Minimum: | ; 
7,200 eubic feet . ‘ ‘ . | $10. 94 | $12. 00 | $1. 06 
7,500 cnbic feet 10. 94 12. 33 | 1.39 | 
Average domestic : . -| 16. 53 | 19. 15 | 2. 62 | 
Flat rate ; hice 19. 77 22. 74 2. 97 
Average commercial ___- ES ee 158. 78 193. 02 34. 24 
Maximum. ‘i : Soom Dckiiekh dednandins 





The effect of the proposed schedule is to give a graduated increase with the 
lowest increase applicable to the smallest consumers at about 10 percent and 
with the maximum 22.2 percent increase applying only to the largest consumers. 
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Recognizing that the combined effect of the proposed water rate increase and 
the projected sewer service charge will produce considerably higher individual 
billings to customers, it is believed that bills under the new rate schedules should 
be rendered semiannually instead of once a year as is now the practice. Semi- 
annual meter reading and billing will also permit an improvement in the general 
service to the public which we expect will be well received. 

Although the present intention is to institute a maximum water rate increase 
of 22.2 percent, title I would authorize the Commissioners to raise rates up to 
33 percent. It is believed some latitude should be provided particularly in view 
of the still unstabilized price levels and the uncertainties which necessarily 
attend projections as to physical and financial requirements many years into the 
future. 

While we are most reluctant to add to the financial burden of water consumers, 
the proposed water rates would be in line with charges for water made by other 
comparably situated large cities. 


Full payment by United States Government 


Title I of the bill also provides that the United States pay the full value of 
water services received from the water system. During fiscal year 1948 when 
the $1 million lump sum payment was first authorized by Public Law 195, 80th 
Congress, the actual value of water received by the United States was $1,118,258. 
At no time since has the value of Federal consumption even approximated the 
annual lump sum payment and during fiscal year 1953 the value of Federal water 
consumption was $1,340,000. With the continuing expansion of Federal estab- 
lishments in the Washington area, some being beyond the limits of the city 
though drawing their water supplies from the Washington water system, it is 
considered highly important that this service be paid for as are other utility 
services received by the Federal Government. Certainly, since water service 
like other utilities is a measurable service there appears to be no reasonable 
argument to justify the District of Columbia water users in paying a large share 
of the cost of water used by the Federal Government as is now the case. 


Watermain assessments 


Title III of the bill would increase the rates of assessment for constructing 
watermains to $3 per linear foot. Under existing law the assessment rate for 
watermain extensions is $1.90 per foot. The purpose of these assessments is to 
defray, at least in part, the actual cost to the District of extending water service 
to private property, the charge in general being a function of the private property 
frontage abutted by these improvements. At the present rate of water assess- 
ment, total cash returns are approximately 25 percent of the actual cost of con- 
struction. Under past practice rates have in general been set to yield about 
50 percent of the actual cost which, of course, the present scale does not even 
approach. For this reason the increased rate is strongly recommended. Between 
1955 and 1980 the increased revenue from this change is estimated to be $792,000. 


Loan and interest provisions 


With the increased income growing out of higher water rates, the full United 
States payment and the increase in front foot benefit assessment for watermain 
construction, water system income would be brought to a sufficiently high level 
to meet not only maintenance and operating requirements but also carry forward 
the capital expansion program and pay off all borrowing with interest by or 
before 1983, 30 years hence. 

Under present law (Public 533) the rate of interest to be paid on borrowing 
for water system purposes is set as the lowest such rate available to the District 
were the District selling obligations to the public under similar circumstances. 
Since this is a rate somewhat lower than must be paid by the United States, 
title I would bring water system interest to the Federal level whatever it may 
be at the time the various loans are actually advanced. 

Also, under existing law, repayments of loans are not required to begin until 
the fiscal year 1961 and the sizes of this and subsequent repayments are not 
stipulated. Under the proposed legislation, the repayment of all moneys ad- 
vanced would be started the second year after each loan is credited to the water 
fund and these repayments would be set at a level sufficiently great to amortize 
each such loan with principal and interest with 30 equal annual payments. 
Under this arrangement debt service obligations would begin sooner than now 
required. There is also provision to permit accelerated repayments when 
revenues exceed stipulated debt service and other requirements. 
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The proposed new scale of income will permit the necessary construction to 
proceed and will suffice to service all borrowing within exactly 30 years. It will 
be necessary, however, that the present $23 million limitation be increased to 
$35 million in order that this may be so. A higher borrowing limit is therefore 
essential to the success of this financing program. In this connection it is im- 
portant to realize that by the time the last loan is received in the year 1960 
accumulated repayments of principal and interest will have exceeded $4,800,000. 
During the financing period accumulated interest payments will approximate 
$17 million. 

In support of the foregoing statements, there are appended the following tables: 

Table IV shows anticipated receipts and operating obligations with a 22 percent 
increase in water rates and full United States payment for water. 

Table V-A shows loan requirements and funds available for debt service 
through the vear 1980. 

Table VI-A shows accumulated principal borrowing and interest requirements 
without use of a fixed schedule of loan amortization. 

Table VII—-A shows principal borrowing and debt extinguishment under the 
system of loan amortization as provided by title I of the proposed legislation. 

Other provisions in title I of the bill are intended to confer increased authority 
upon the Commissioners for the collection of charges for water service. There 
have developed in past years several court actions challenging the right of the 
Commissioners to collect for water service rendered under certain circumstances 
and it is felt that the authority for water rent collections should be strengthened. 
It is strongly recommended that these provisions for the collection of water rates 
be approved. 


‘ 


Conclusions 

The water construction program is founded on a substantial background of 
engineering analysis extending over a number of years which has been fully 
supported by actual experience. 

The proposed legislation if enacted would in no sense constitute the issuance 
of a blank check since the Congress through customary appropriation procedures 
will retain complete control of all transactions and will review each individual 
project and consider each individual loan on a year-to-year basis. 

What we suggest is a strictly businesslike handling of a self-supporting munici- 
pal enterprise which is obliged to meet the water requirements of the people of 
Washington and the Government of the United States. 


Taste I.—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 
appropriation obligations under ewvisting rates,’ 1951-80 











| | 
951 1952 | 1953 | 1954 
. | 

Receipts: | | | 
Sale of water, District of Columbia - | $4, 483, 156. 42 |$4, 507, 263. 20 |$4, 496, 712. 45 | $4, 470, 000 
Sale of water, Maryland | 65, 595. 43 | 24, 332. 14 | 11, 495. 84 15, 000 
Sale of water, Arlington__ bo | 114,447.00 | 253,029.15! 620, 446.94 | 430, 000 
Water main assessments . 150, 705. 85 | 152, 755. 05 | 150, 218. 88 145, 000 
Interest on investments 48, 507. 50 | 48, 416.15 | 48, 473. 85 24, 000 
Repairs to private meters 33, 087. 50 | 34, 334. 31 | 43, 866. 48 | 35. 000 
Sale of special fittings | 35, 240. 99 | 32, 38 28, 848. 54 25, 000 
Miscellaneous | 2, 720. 85 | 5, 707. 72 7, 934. 54 | 5, 000 
Federal lump-sum payment 1, 000, 000. 00 | 1, 000, 000.00 | 1, 000, 000. 00 1, 000, 000 
Total receipts on | 5, 933, 461. 54 | 6,058, 490.10 | 6, 407, 907. 52 | 6, 149, 000 

Adjustments 234, 036. 00 | | 
Appropriation balances released 207, 905.67 | 174, 394.87 142, 631. 42 155, 000 
Total availability sad 6, 375, 403. 21 | 6, 232, 884.97 | 6, 550, 628. 94 | 6, 304, 000 


Operating appropriation obligations: | | 








Operations, Water Division | 2,317, 600.00 | 2,375, 604.46 | 2,423,000.00 | 2 2, 585, 000 
Operations, Washington aqueduct-.__.-- 1, 576, 412.00 | 1, 963,000.00 | 1, 942,000.00 | 2 2,099, 000 
General administration pt ane | | 15, 000 
Total system operating appropriations 4, 338, 604.46 | 4, 365, 000. 00 4, 699, 000 
Balance available after operations. . 2, 481, 391.21 | 1,984, 280. 51 | 2, 185, 628. 94 1, 605, 000 


1 Water rate: $10.94 advance minimum for 7,500 cubic feet per year; 9 cents per 100 cubic feet excess usage 
Assessment rate: $1.90 per front foot. 
2 Includes supplemental appropriations required for wage-scale increases. 
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Receipts: 
Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 
Repairs to private meters “ 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous. . 
Federal lump-sum payment...__.- 


Total receipts _. 
Appropriation balances released _- 


Total availability - ._- 


Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division ‘ 
Operations, Washington aqueduct- 
General administration__- 


Total system operating appropriations 


Balance available after operations 


Receipts 
le of water, District of Columbia 

Sale of water, Maryland 

Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 

Repairs to private meters __-. 

Sale of special fittings. oe 
Miscellaneous . 
Federal lump-sum payment 


Total receipts 
Appropriation balances released 


Total availability 


Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 
General administration 


Total system operating appropriations. 


Balance available after operations 





Receipts 
Sale of water, District of Columbia __. 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments - - - 
Repairs to private meters. -. 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous... 
Federal lump-sum payment 


Total receipts _. 
Appropriation balances released 


Total availability 
Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 
General administration 


Total system operating appropriations 


Balance available after operations 


*Water rate: $10.94 advance minimum 


for 


1955 


$4, 500, 000 

15, 000 

450, 000 
150, 000 
5, 000 
25, 000 
3, 000 
1, 000, 000 


8. 000 
00, OOO 


6, 478. 000 
, 000 


, 000 
, WOO 





4, 720, 000 


1, 7038, WOO 
1959 

$4, 780, 000 

5, 000 

4530. 000 

128, 000 

4, 000 

26, 000 

§, 000 


1, 000, OOF 


10, OOF 


6, 546, 000 


2 704, 000 
> 337, 000 


15, 000 
5. 057, 000 


1, 489, 000 


1963 


$5, 000, 000 
15, 000 
610, 000 
81,000 
38, 000 
22, 000 
3, 000 
1, 000, 000 
6, 769, 000 
30, 000 


6, 799, 000 


685, 000 
, 449, 000 


to to 


15, OO1 
5. 149, 00K 
1, 650, OF 


7,500 cubic 


rates,’ 





1951 


1956 
$4, 570, 000 
15. 000 
470, 000 
147, 000 
31, 000 
29, 000 
000 
L, OOO, OOO 
6, 265, 000 
30, OOO 
6, 295, 000 
2 000 
2, 167, OOF 
15, 000 
4, 856, 000 
1, 439, 000 
196 
$4, 850, 000 
15, 000 
0, OO 
119. 000 
35, 000 
5, OOK 
) 
0 ( 
6. 597. 000 
00 
2, 685, 000 
2. 410, 000 
l 00 
110, 000 
1, 517, 000 
1964 
$5, 050, 000 
15, 000 
630, 000 
66, 000 
39, 000 
1, OOF 
00 
1. 000, 000 
6, 824, OOF 
$0, 000 
6, 854, O01 
691, 000 
2? 458. 000 
i 
4, 000 
690, 000 
fee 


t per 


cubic feet excess usage Assessment rate : $1.90 per front foot. 
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TABLE I,—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 
appropriation obligations under existing 
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1957 


$4, 640 
li 
490 
141 
28 


1, 000 


6, 349, 


6, 379 


2, 694. 
2, 185, 


2 
15. 


4, 804 


1, 485, 


$4, 900 
15 
570 
109. 


24 


000 


5. 000 


000 
, 000 
000 
, 000 
000 
000 
, 000 
|, UOO 


, 000 


, 000 
, 000 
, 000 


, 000 


, 000 


, VO0O 
VOU 
O00 
. 000 
, 000 
000 


}, 000 


1, 000 


6, 657 


0 


6, GS7 


2 ¢ 
2, 429 


l 
5, 119. 


1, 568 


1965 


$5, 100 
15 
650. 
40) 
20: 


1, OO 


6, 879 


0) 
6, 909. 
2, 696 
2, 4609 


1 


year ; 


000 


000 


, 000 


75, 000 


QLO 


5, 00C 


000 


000 


, 000 
. 000 
000 
)00 
, OOO 
, 000 
OOO 


000 


UUU 


On 


, OOF 


, 000 
OOO 


000 


. 000 


v cents 
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$4, 710, 006 

5, on 

510. 000 

134, 000 

33, 000 

27, 000 

000 

1, 000, 000 

6, 482, 000 

30, 000 

6, 462. 000 

»? 703, 000 

2. 270. 000 

15, 000 

4, ORR, O00 

1, 474, 000 
a2 

$4, 950, 000 

15. 000 

10, 000 

16, 000 

23, 000 

}. OOF 

1, 000, 000 

1), OOO 

6, 744, 001 

2, 680, DOO 

2, 439, 000 

15, 000 

134, 000 

1, 610. 000 
LO 

$5, 145, 900 

15. 000 

7tr, 000 

42, OOK 

41. 000 

19, OK 

3, 000 

1, 000, OOF 

6, Yoo, UU 

», OOK 

6, 065, 001 

2. 701, Om 

2, 455, O01 

15 ww) 

204. 000 

b, 761, 000 

ner 100 
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TABLE I.—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 


appropriation obligations under 


Receipts 
Sale of water, District of Columbia-- 
Sale of water, Maryland. 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous. 
Federal lump-sum payment 


Appropriation balances released 
Total availability 


Operating appropriation obligations: 
Operations, water division 


1967 


} $5, 190, 000 
15, 000 
690, 000 
36, 000 
42, 000 
18, 000 | 
3, 000 
1, 000, 000 


3, 994, 000 
30, 000 


, 024, 000 








1968 


$5, 235, 000 
15, 000 
710, 000 


| 


34, 000 | 
43, 000 | 


17, 000 
3, 000 
1, 000, 000 


7, 057, 000 


30, 000 | 


7, 087, 000 


1969 


$5, 280, 000 
15, 000 | 
730, 000 
30, 000 
44, 000 | 
16, 000 | 
3, 000 | 
1, 000, 000 
7, 118, 000 | 
30, 000 | 


7, 148, 000 | 








existing rates,’ 1951-80—Continued 


1970 


$5, 320, 000 
15, 000 
750, 000 
27, 000 

45, 000 

15, 000 

3, 000 

000 


, 000 
30, 000 


7. 205, 000 








g 2, 706, 000 | 2, 712, 000 717, 000 2, 722, 000 

Operations, Washington aqueduct... 2, 507, 000 | 2, 535, 000 2, 554, 000 2. 573, 00 

General] administration --.. | 15, 000 | 15, 000 15, 000 | 15, 000 

Total system operating appropriations A 5, 228, 000 5, 262, 000 5, 286, 000 5, 310, 00 

Balance available after operations | 1, 796, 000 | 1, 825, 000 | 1, 862, 000 | 1, 895, 000 
1971 1972 1973 1974 


Receipts 
Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of specia] fittings 
Miscellaneous... 
Federal lump-sum payment 


Total receipts 
Appropriation balances released _. 


Total availability 


Operating appropriation obligations: 
Operations, Water Division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 
General administration 


Total system operating appropriations 


Balance available after operations 


Receipts: 
Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland___. 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous. a 
Federal lump-sum payment_.- 


Total receipts 
Appropriation balances released 


Total availability 


Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct... 
General administration 


Total system operating appropriations 


Balance available after operations. 


$5, 355, 000 
15, 000 
770, 000 

15, 000 

46, 000 

14, 000 

3, 000 

1, 000, 000 


7, 218, 000 
30, 000 


7, 248, 000 


2, 729, 000 
2, 581, 000 | 
15, 000 


5, 325, 000 


1, 923, 000 


15, 000 
850, 000 

10, 000 | 

50, 000 | 

10, 000 | 
| 3, 000 
1, 000, 000 | 


| | 
| $5, 480, 000 | 


7, 418, 000 | 
30, 000 


2, 755, 000 
| 2, 610, 000 | 
} 15, 000 


5, 380, 000 


" 2, 068, 000 


$5, 390, 000 
15, 000 

790, 000 

10, 000 
47,000 

13, 000 

3, 000 

1, 000, 000 


7, 268, 000 


30, 000 | 


7, 298, 000 


, 735, 000 
, 588, 000 
15, 000 


nr 


5, 338, 000 


1, 960, 000 


$5, 515, 000 


15, 000 | 
870, 000 | 


10, 000 
51, 000 
9, 000 
3, 000 


7, 473, 000 
30, 000 

7, 503, 000 
2, 762, 000 


2, 615, 000 
15, 000 


5, 392, 000 


2, 111, 000 


1, 000, 000 | 


| 





$5, 420, 000 | 
15, 000 
810, 000 
10, 000 | 

48, 000 

12, 000 

3, 000 

1, 000, 000 


7, 318, 000 
30, 000 


7, 348, 000 


2, 742, 000 
2, 595, 000 

15, 000 
5, 352, 000 


1, 996, 000 


1977 | 1978 


| 


$5, 550, 000 
15, 000 
890, 000 
10, 000 
52, 000 
8. 000 
3, 000 | 
1, 000, 000 | 
7, 528, 000 | 
30, 000 | 
7, 558, 000 | 


2, 768, 000 | 

2, 620, 000 | 
15, 000 

5, 403, 000 | 


2, 155, 000 


$5, 450, 000 
15, 000 
830, 000 
10, 000 

49, 000 
11,000 

3, 000 

1, 000, 000 


7, 368, 000 
30, 000 


7, 398, 000 


, 000 
602, 000 
15, 000 


5, 365, 000 


2, 033, 000 


$5, 585, 000 
15, 000 

910, 000 

10, 000 

53, 000 

7, 000 

3, 000 

1, 000, 000 
7, 583, 000 
30, 000 


7, 613, 000 


2, 775, 000 
2, 625, 000 
15, 000 


5, 415, 000 


2, 198, 000 


1 Water rate: $10.94 advance minimum for 7,500 cubic feet per year; 9 cents per 100 


cubic feet excess usage. 





Assessment rate : $1.90 per front foot. 


‘ 










Receipts: 
Sale of water, District of Columbia__._- 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington -.- 
Water-main assessments... 
Interest on investments - - 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous 
Federal lump-sum payment 


Total receipts. 
Adjustments 
Appropriation, balances released _. 


Total availability .__.._- 


Operating appropriation obligations: 
Operations, Water Division... _....... 
Operations, Washington aqueduct. 
General administration - .._. 


Total system operating appropriations... 





bop 


000 


, 000 


OOO 
000 


O00 
000 


3, 000 
, 000 


000 


, 000 


O00 


, 000 


000 


», 000 


000 


2, 000 


fon 








Balance available after operations. ...- 
i on a ss : 
——- 
| spmenainilitaaiinlniainuabamstianil iii 
' Receipts: 
Sale of water, District of Columbia. 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington. -- 
Water-main assessments. 
Interest on investments. - -- 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous - - 
Federal lump-sum payment. 
i Total receipts - 
j Adjustments -.. . ae 
Appropriation balances released _- 
Total availability 
i 
j Operating appropriation obligations: 
Operations, Water Division -- 
Operations, Washington aqueduct. 
General administration -_ -- 
Total system operating appropriations 
Balance available after operations... 
1 Water rate: $10.94 advance minimum for 
cubic feet excess usage. Assessment rate : $1.90 per front foot. 
é 
$ 
: 
: 
y 
j 
2 
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TaBLe I,—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 
appropriation obligations under ewisting rates,’ 1951-80—Continued 


1980 


$5, 650, 000 
15, 000 
950, 000 
10, 000 


55, 000 


5 
5, 000 
3, 000 

} 


688, 000 
30, 000 | 
718, 000 
788, 000 
, 635, 000 

15, 000 
5, 438, 000 


, 280, 000 


1955-62 


000 
000 
000 
000 


000 
000 
O00 
000 
000 


000 


, 000 


000 
000 
000 


, 878, 000 


2, 340, 000 


43 


, 000 | 





“I 





. 46 


00 
U0 


46 


46 
00 
00 


46 
66 


7,500 cubic feet per year; 9 cents per 100 
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TABLE I.—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 
appropriation obligations under existing rates,’ 1951-80—Continued 


Total, 1955-80 Total, 1963-80 


Receipts 





Sale of water, District of Columbia 134, 235, 000 , 000 
Sale of water, Maryland 390, 000 000 
Sale of water, Arlington 18, 200, 000 14, 040, 000 
Water-main assesstnents 1, 496, 000 72, 000 
Interest on investments oat 
Repairs to private meters 1, 110, 000 837, 000 
Sale of special fittings 450, 000 243, 000 
Miscellaneous 78, 000 54, 000 
Federal lump-sum payment 26, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 
Total receipts 181, 959, 000 130, 251, 000 
Adjustments aa 
Appropriation balances released 1, 050, 000 540, 000 
Total availability 183, 009, 000 130, 791, 000 
Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division 70, 607, 000 49, 213, 000 
Operations, Washington Aqueduct 64, 498, 000 45, 134, 000 
General administration 390, 000 270, 000 
Total system operating appropriations 135, 495, 000 95, 617, 000 
Balance available after operations 47, 514, 000 | 35, 174, 000 


sone ace - - —- 


1 Water rate: $10.94 advance minimum for 7,500 cubic feet per year; 9 cents per 100 
cubie feet excess usage. Assessment rate: $1.90 per front foot. 


TABLE II—A.—District of Columbia water system loan requirements under 
existing water rates, with construction program attenuated after 1959 


[1951 through 1980] 


1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 
ON APPROPRIATION 
BASIS 
Balance after opera- 
tions '.. $2, 481, 390, $1, 804, 280) $2, 185, 629) $1, 605, 000) $1, 758, 000) $1, 439, 000! $1, 485, 000 
Capital outlay require- 
ments: 
Water Division 1, 183, 000! 1,658,000) 1,330,000) 1,565,000) 1,365,000) 2,244,000) 2, 234, 000 
Washington aque- 


duct 2,978,000! 5,430,000! 6,986,000! 4,300,000) 3,950,000) 4,170,000) 5,600,000 


Capital outlay 


total 4, 161,000) 7,088,000) 8,316,000) 5,865,000! 5,315,000) 6,414,000) 7,834,000 

Difference... 1, 679, 610! —5, 193, 720} —6, 130, 371| —4, 260, 000) —3, 557, COO! —4, 975, 000) —6, 349, 000 

Loan authority 1, 405, 000) 5, 125, 000) 6,900,000, 4,000,000) 3,400,000) 4,965,501) 6,349, 000 
Appropriation deficit — 274, 610 —68,720| +769, 629 260,000; —157, 000 —9, 299 
Accumulated appropri- | | | | 
ation deficit or sur- | 
plus.. —274, 610; —343,330) +426,299) +166, 299 +9, 299 i. 
ON CASH BASIS } 

Total loan for year 750,000} 3,500,000) 8, 463, 000) 9, 146, on 8, 914, 000 


1 From table L. 














after 


Balance 


tions ! 


opera- 


pital outlay require- 

ents 

Water Division 

Washington aque- 
duct- 


Total capital out- 
lay 


Difference 
n authorization 
otal loan for year - - 


Available for debt serv- 

Balance after opera- 
yns | 

Capital outlay require- 


ments: 
Water Division 
Washington aque- 
duct 


Total capital out- 
lay 


Difference 


Available for debt serv- 


Balance after operations ! 


Cal 
Water Division.. 


$1 


1958 


474, 000 


2, 273, 000 


3, 128, 000 








5, 401, 000 
— 3, 927, 000 
3, 000 
4, 279, 000 





1965 


$1, 729, 000 
436, OOO 
1, 147, 000 


1, 583, 000 
146, 000 


146, 000 


ital outlay requirements 


Washington aqueduct. 


Capital] outlay total 


Difference 


Available for debt service 


Balance after operations !- 


Capital outlay requirements: 


: Water Division 


Washington aqueduct 


Difference 


Available for debt service 


1 From table I. 





Capital outlay total 


$1 





1959 
489, 000) $1 
, 012,000 1 
290, 000 
2, 302, 000 2 
813, 000 
3, 000 
, 635, 905 
1966 
761, 000! $1, 
632, 000 
984, 000 l 
, 616, 000 l 
145, 000 
145, 000 
$1 
1 


l, 


1960 

17, 000 
644, 000 
712, 000 
356, 000 
839, 000 
839, 000 
899, 000 
1967 

796, 000 
532, 000 
123. 000 
655, 000 
141, 000 
141, 000 
1972 

. 960, 000 
828, 000 
, 019, 000 
847, 000 
113, 000 
113, 000 


962 
$1, 568, 000) $1, 610, { 
434, 000 833, 000 
O99, OOO 708, 000 
1 000 ~=1, 541, 000 
+35, OOO 69. 000 
862 108, 013 
HS 1969 
$1. 825. 000 $1. 862. 000 
728, 000 624, 000 
964, 001 ii 
1, 692. O04 1. 735. 000 
133, 000 127. 000 
} LI 27, 000 
19 74 
$1, 996, 000) $2, 033, 00( 
815, 00 863, 000 
1, 041, 000) ~=1, 066, 000 
1, 886, 000 1, 929, 000 
110, 000 104. 000 
110, 000 104, 000 
1977 1978 
$2, 155, 000! $2, 198, 000 
922, 000 882, 000 
1, 148, 000! ~=1, 092, 000 
2, 070, 000 1, 974, 000 
85, 000 224, 000 
So, OOO 224, DOO 
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1963 


$1, 650, 


mn 


703, ( 


1, 542, ( 


4-108. 


00 


00 


wo 


m0 


0 


+-H02, OOF 


$2, 068, 
880, 

1, 089, 
1, 969. 


1979 


$2 242 


310 
310, 


620, 


1, 622, 
1, 622 


000 


OOL 


OU 
000 


000 


000 


OOO 


000 


000 
000 


TABLE II-A.—District of Columbia water system loan requirements under evist- 
ing water rates, with construction program attenuated after 1959-—Continued 


e) 


45 


690, 000 


f x 
929. 000 
50, 000 
140, 000 
54. OOK 
197 
) 44 
813. 000 
IR, OK 
8] 1 
“xn 
2 000 
197 


LIL. Of 
101, OOO 
18, 000 
019, 000 
92, 000 
92, 000 
1980 
280, 000 
310, 000 
310. 000 
620, OOO 
660, 000 
, 660, 000 
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TABLE I]—-A.—District of Columbia water system loan requirements under exist 
ing water rates, with construction program attenuated after 1959—Continued 








Total, | Total, Total, Total, Total, 
1951-54 1955-64 | 1965-70 1971-80 | 1951-80 
Balance after operations ! ihibid atts $8, 166, 299} $15, 680, 000) $10, 868, 000) $20, 966, 000) $55, 680, 299 
a a “ 
Capital outlay requirements | 
Water Division 5, 736,000} 14, 499, 000 3, 612, 000} 7, 554,000; 31, 401, 000 
Washington aqueduct 19, 694,000} 21, 289, 000 6, 445, 000 9,191,000! 56,619, 000 
Capital outlay total -. 2 | 25, 430, 000! 35, 788, 000' 10,057,000) 16, 745, 000 88, 020, 000 
Difference ase -17, 263, 701} —20, 108, 000 811, 000 4, 221, 000) —32, 339, 701 
Loan authority 17, 430,000} 20, 293, 701 : 3, 701 
Total loan 4, 250,000; 33, 337, 576 , 576 
Accumulation appropriation, deficit or | | 
surplus — 166, 299) . ‘ 
Available for debt service . i “a 215, 875 811, 000 4, 221, 000 5, 247, 875 


1 From table I. 


TABLE IIJ—-A.— Water financing study 








Borrowing Repayments 
t Total 
Accumu- annual 
Fiscal 1m 
a Loan lated a Total debt (excess 
year principal | Interest a Debt — over 
annual interest reduction = capital 
outlay 
| require- 
| ments 
1951 ° 
1952 . ‘ atlas ‘ | « © 
1953 $750, 000 $750, 000 . 750, 000 |.......- = 
1954 3, 500,000 | 4, 250, 000 , 625 | $17,625 | 4, 267, 625 : F 
1955__ 8, 463, 000 | 12, 713, 000 , 289 117, 914 | 12, 830, 914 one is 
1956 9, 146, 671 | : , 526 419, 440 | 22, 279, 111 one 7 
1957 | 8, 914, 000 | 559 942,999 | 31, 716,670 |.......- aii 
1958 -| 4, 279, 000 | 745,341 | 1,688,340 | 36, 741,011 ; : 
1959 1, 635, 905 | 36 | 33,413 | 2, 551, 753 | 39, 240, 329 | © 
1960. . 899, 000 | 22,147 | 3,473,900 | 41, 061, 476 | oneal a - . 
1961 4,944 | 4,438,844 | 41, 966, 558 . $59, 862 $59, 862 
Reescc- : i . », 214 5, 425,058 | 42, 844, 759 aa 108, 013 | 108, 013 
1963 é 37, 587, 576 | 1,006, 851 6, 431, 909 | 43, 803, 610 eect 48, 000 | 48, 000 
1964. ..... ; = 37, 587, 576 | 1,029,384 | 7,461,293 | 44, 832, 994 . aspeulennnin sic eidi 
SG thesoe | ‘ 37, 587, 576 | 1,053,575 | 8, 514, 868 | 45, 740, 569 » | 146, 000 | 146, 000 
; ; 37, 587, 576 | 1,074,903 | 9,589,771 | 46,670, 472 ’ 145,000 | 145, 000 
1967 ” 37, 587, 576 | 1,096,756 | 10,686,527 | 47, 626, 228 ; 141, 000 141, 000 
1968 37, 587, 576 | 1,119,216 | 11,805,743 | 48,612,444 |.......... 133,000 | 133, 000 
cacnahdnei - 37, 587, 576 | 1,142,392 | 12, 948, 135 | 49, 627, 836 Jowewere-e-- 127, 000 127, 000 
1970... hohe é 1, 166, 254 | 14,114,389 | 50,675,090 |.........--| 119, 000 | 119, 000 
1971 1, 190, 864 | 15, 305,253 | 51, 753, 954 | he eel 112,000 | 112,000 
1972... 76 | 1,216,217 | 16,521,470 | 52, 857, 171 aia 113, 000 113, 900 
1973 - 1, 242, 143 | 17, 763,613 | 53,989,314 |.___. 110, 000 110, 000 
1974. ‘ 76 | 1,268,748 | 19,032,361 | 55, 154, 062 é 104,000 | 104, 000 
1975 é 76 | 1,296,120 | 20,328,481 | 56, 351, 182 99, 000 99, 000 
1976 nas . 1, 324, 252 | 21,652,733 | 57, 583, 434 must 92, 000 92, 000 
1977 _ ‘ | 1,353,210 | 23,005,943 | 58, 851,644 |_...._.-- 85, 000 | 85, 000 
1978 76 | 1,383,013 | 24,388,956 260, 010, 657 . 224,000 | 224,000 
1979 2 1, 410, 250 | 25, 799, 206 | 59, 798, 907 .| 1,622,000 | 1,622, 000 
_ or ‘ , | 103, 064 | 98,569,196 | 2,828,798 |$1, 556, 936 103, 064 | 1, 660, 000 
2050. .... ‘ 1, 235, 274 66,476 | 98,635,672 | 1,235,274 | 1, 593, 524 66, 476 | 1,660, 000 
2060. ..... babnndinghis (395, 698) 29, 028 | 98, 664, 700 (395, 698); 1, 630, 972 29,028 | 1, 660, 000 


1 From table II-A. 
2 Maximum. 


Note.—Assumption: 2.35 percent interest per public 533, at present water rates and with construction 
program attenuated after 1959. Water rate: $10.94 advance minimum for 7,500 cubic feet per year and 
9 cents per 100 cubic feet excess usage; assessment rate: $1.90 per front foot. 


Figures in parentheses are negative. 
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TABLE IV.—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 
appropriation obligations, at 22 percent increased water rate* and with full 
United States payment for water consumed, 1951-80 














1951 1952 1953 1954 
Receipts 
Sale of water, District of Columbia_- $4, 483, 156. 42 |$4, 507, 263.20 |$4, 496, 712. 45 $4, 470, 000 
Sale of water, Maryland_- 65, 595. 43 24, 332. 14 11, 495. 84 15, 000 
Sale of water, Arlington . 114, 447. 00 253, 029. 15 620, 446. 94 430, 000 
Water-main assessments. 150, 705. 85 152, 755. 05 150, 218. 88 145, 000 
Interest on investments - | 48, 507. 50 48, 473. 85 24, 000 
Repairs to private meters 3% 7. 50 43, 866. 48 35, 000 
Sale of special fittings - 99 . 28, 848. 54 25, 000 
Miscellaneous 2 &5 5, 707. 72 7, 934. 54 5, 000 
Federal lump sum payment 1, 000, 000. 00 | 1,000,000.00 | 1, 000, 000. 00 1, 000, 000 
Total receipts 5 5, 933, 461. 54 | 6,058, 490.10 | 6, 407, 997. 52 6, 149, 000 
Adjustments 234, 036. 00 
Appropriation balances released _- 207, 905. 67 174, 392. 87 142, 631. 42 155, 000 
Total availability - aati 6, 375, 403. 21 | 6, 232, 884.97 | 6, 550, 628. 94 6, 304, 000 
Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, water division 2, 317, 600.00 | 2,375, 604.46 | 2, 423, 000. 00 2, 585, 000 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 1, 576, 412.00 | 1, 963,000.00 | 1, 942, 000. 00 2, 099, 000 
General administration 15, 000 
Total system operating appropriations 3, 894, 012.00 | 4, 338, 604.46 | 4, 365, 000. 00 4, 699, 000 
Balance available after operations _- 2, 481, 391.21 | 1,894, 280.51 | 2,185, 628. 94 1, 605, 000 
1955 1956 1937 19458 
Receipts: 
Sale of water, District of Columbia- $5, 050, 000 $5, 444, 000 $5, 528, 000 $5, 613, 000 
Sale of water, Maryland_.....-.........-. 15, 000 15, 000 15, 000 15, 000 
Sale of water, Arlington. ee : are 450, 000 470, 000 490, 000 | 510, 000 
Water-main assessments 5 188, 000 203, 000 222, 500 | 212, 500 
Repairs to private meters-.-.. 35, 000 31, 000 32, 000 | 33, 000 
Sale of special fittings. .....-- ss 25, 000 29, 000 28, 000 | 27. 000 
pair ie : ; 3, 000 | 3, 000 3, 000 | 3, 000 
Federal lump-sum payme nt- oon 1, 340, 000 | 1, 340, 000 1, 600, 000 1, 600, 000 
Total receipta.......-.....-..- | 7,106,000 | 7, 535, 000 918, 500 | 8, 013, 500 
Appropriation balances released __- vestwaedl 300, 000 | 30, 000. 30, 000 | 30. 000 





Total availability. ............- sik el 7, 406, 000 | 7, 





7, 948, 500 8, 043, i 0 
———————— = —— ——-— : 


)perating appropriation obligations: | 
































Operations, water division - . ae 2, 578, 000 | 2, 674, 000 2, 694, 000 | 2, 703, 000 
Operations, Washington aqueduct_._ ae 2, 127, 000 | 2, 1€7, 000 2, 185, 000 2, 270, 000 
General adsninistration__....-_- i 15, 000 15, 000 15, 000 | 15, 000 
Total system operating appropriations. _ .| 4, 720, 000 4, 856, 000 | _ 4, 894, 000 | 4, 988, 000 
Balance available after operations-_-_.....| 2, 686, 000 | 2, 709, 000 3, 054, 500 | 3, 055, 500 
1959 1960 er 1961 1962 
' 
i ener kee fear oe tea seams a a a a ; i 5 ele aieaaete eae sa 
| & Receipts: | | | 
Sale of water, District of Columbia.......-.| $5, 697,000 5, 782, 000 5, 842, 000 
Sale of water, Maryland..........-.....-..- 15, 000 15, 000 15, 000 | 
Sale of water, Arlington. -...........------ 530, 000 550, 000 570, 000 
| = Water-main assessments_-........-- siheoatd 202, 500 189, 000 172, 000 
s Repairs to private meters. .......-..-- ee 34, 000 35, 000 | 36, 000 | 
Sale of special fittings... ......- cnalioun 26, 000 25, 000 24, 000 | 
4 Miscellaneous. ___- 2 3, 000 | 3, 000 | 3, 000 | 
: Federal lump sum payment Salata 1, 600, 000 | 1, 600, 000 1, 600, 000 | 
x Total receipts a inteninenrinmicntiei 8, 107, 500 | 8, 199, 000 8, 262, 000 | 
Appropriation balances released... decimsiaihe ‘ 30, 000 | 30, 000 30, 000 | 
DEE DUMIIIET @ cece ccc ceeccc ncn ccens 8, 137, 500 | 8, 229, 000 | 
i . —_ — er e 
< Operating appropriation obligations: | | ce 
4 Operations—Water Division - : ee 2, 705, 000 | 2, 685, 000 2, 675, 000 2, 680, 000 
é Operations—W ashington aqueduct.. es 2, 337, 000 | 2, 410, 000 | 2, 429, 000 | 2, 439, 000 
5 General administration...........- ; 5, 000 | 15, 000 15, 000 | 15, 000 
4 Total system operating appropriations 5, 057, 000 5, 110, 000 5, 119, 000 5, 134, 000 
{ Balance available after operations. _-___.. 3, 080, 500 3, 119, 000 3, 173, 000 3, 219, 000 





1 Water rate: $12 advance minimum for 7,200 cubic feet per year; 11 cents per 100 cubié feet excess usage. 
Assessment rate: $3 per front foot. 
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TABLE 1V.—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 


appropriation obligations, at 22 


percent 


increase 


water 


rate 


I 


United States payment for water consumed, 1951-S0—Continued 


Receipt 
Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessme 
Repairs to priv meters 
Sale of special fitting 
M iscellaneou 
Federal lump-sum payment 





Total receipts 
Appropriation balances released 





Potal availability 


Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, water division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 


General administratior 





Total system operating appropriation 


Balance available after operations 


Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlingtor 
Water-main assessment 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous 


Federal lump sum payment 






Total receipts 
Appropriation balances released 


Total availability 


Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, water division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 
General administration 


Total system operating appropriations 


Balance available after operations 


Receipts 

Sale of water, District of Columbia 
e of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous 
Federal lump-sum payment 





Total receipts 
Appropriation balances released 


Total availability 
Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 
General administration 


Total system operating approp iations 


Balance available after operations... 


1963 


$5, 963, 000 
15, 000 
610, 000 
128, 500 
35, 000 
22, 000 
3,000 
1, 600, 000 


8, 379, 500 


$0, 000 


&, 409, 500 


2, 685, 000 
2, 449, 000 
15, 000 


149, 000 


3, 260, 500 


1967 


NO 102 OOO 
15, 000 
690, OOO 
57, 000 

42, 000 

18, 000 

36, OOO 

1, 600, 000 


8, 617, 000 
30, 000 


8, 647, 000 
2, 706, 000 


2, 507, 000 
15, 000 





5, 228, 000 


3, 419, 000 


1971 


$6, 390, 000 
15, 000 
770, 000 
32, 000 

46, 000 

14, 000 

3, 000 

1, 600, 000 


8, 870, 000 


30, 000 


8, 900, 000 


2, 729, 000 
2, 581, 000 
15, 000 


5, 325, 000 


5, OOO 





19064 


$6, 023, 000 
15. 000 
630, 000 
104, 500 
39, 000 

21, 000 

3, 000 

1, 600, 000 


8, 435, 500 
30, 000 


8, 465, 500 
2, 691, 000 


2, 458, 000 
, 000 


5, 164, 000 


3, 301, 500 


196S 


$6, 246, 000 
15, 000 
710, 000 
54, 000 

43, 000 

17, 000 

3, 000 


1, 600, 000 


8, 688, 000 
30, 000 


8, 718, 000 





2, 000 
. UO 
, 000 





5, 262, 000 


3, 456, 000 


1972 


$6, 433, 000 
15, 000 
790, 000 
18, 000 

47, 000 

13, 000 

3, 000 

1, 600, 000 


8, 919, 000 
30, 000 


8, 949, 000 


2, 735, 000 
2, 588, 000 
15, 000 


5, 338, 000 


3, 611, 000 


$ 


$ 


1965 


3, 083, 000 
15, 000 
650, 000 
86, 000 
40, 000 
20, 000 
3, 000 

, 600, 000 


8, 497, 000 
30, 000 


8, 527, 000 


2, 696, 000 
2, 469, 000 
15, 000 


5, 180, 000 


3, 347, 000 


1969 


6, 300, OOO 
15, 000 
730, 000 
47,000 
44, 000 

16, 000 

3, 000 

1, 600, 000 


8, 755, 000 
30, 000 


8, 785, 000 


2, 717, 000 
2, 554, 000 
15, 000 


5, 286, 000 


3, 499, 000 


1973 


6, 469, 000 
15, 000 
810, 000 
15, 000 
48, 000 
12, 000 

3, 000 

1, 600, 000 
8, 972, 000 
30, 000 


9, 002, 000 


742, 000 
595, 000 
15, 000 


5, 352, 000 


roe 


3, 650, 000 


and with full 


1966 


$6, 138, 00 
15. 00) 
670, 000 
67, 500 
41, 000 
19, 00 

3 OK 


1, 600, 0¢ 


30, Of 





750, OOF 
45, OOK 


3, OL 


600 


5, 520, 000 


$0, OOF 


5, 850, 00 





1974 j 


$6, 505, 00K 
15, 000 
830, 000 
15, 000 

49, 001 

11, 000 

3, 000 

1, 600, 000 


9, 028, 000 


30. 000 


9, 058, 000 


> 748, 000 
> 602, OOF 


15, 00) 


5, 365, 000 


3, 693, 000 


2 Water rate: $12 advance minimum for 7,200 cubic feet per year ; 11 cents per 100 cubi ; 
feet excess usage. Assessment rate: $3 per front foot. 
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Rect ipts 
Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous 
Federal lump-sum payment 


Total receipts 
Appropriation balances released 


Total availability 


Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, water division 
Operations, Washington aque 
General administration 


luct 


Total system operating appropriations 


Balance available after operations 


Receipts 
Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments. 
Interest on investments 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous 
Federal lump-sum payment 


Total receipts 
Aajustments 
Appropriation balances released 


Total availability 


Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 
Genera] administration 





Total system operating appropriations 
Balance available after operations 


Receipts 
Sale of water, District of Columbia 
Sale of water, Maryland. 
Sale of water, Arlington 
Water-main assessments 
Interest on investments 
Repairs to private meters 
Sale of special fittings 
Miscellaneous 
Federal lump-sum payment 





Total receipts 
Adjustments 
Appropriation balances released 
Total availability __. 
Operating appropriation obligations 
Operations, Water Division 
Operations, Washington aqueduct... 
General administration. 
Total system operating appropriations 


Balance available after operations 


1 Water rate: $12 advance minimum for 
Assessment rate: $3 per front foot. 


feet excess usage. 





WORKS CONSTRUCTION, 





District of Columbia water system, 
appropriation. obligations, at 22 percent increase 
United States payment for water consume 


$6, 542, 000 
Cun 

850, 000 
On 
50, 000 

10, 000 

3, OOO 

1, 600, 000 


5 O00 


10, 000 


9.113. 000 


2.7 000 
2 610, 000 

15. 000 
5, 380, 000 
3, 733, 000 


estimated receipts and operating 


d, 1951 


St 


X 


wate 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


r rate’ and u 


0—Continued 


84, OO 
15 ua) 
. wt 
] WM 
0) 

9, Of 

3, 00 


9 


2, 000 
oO) 


2. 000 


783, 000 


000 
wh) 
30, O11 
13 nw) 
54, 00 
Kx) 


O00 


600. 000 


30, 000 


62, 000 


781, 000 


630, 000 


4°26, 


Onn 


000 


$6, 000 


1977 
$6, 626 
15 
SUD) 








&, OOO 


3. O00 
1, 600, 000 


000 


0, 000 
¥, 237, 000 
68, 000 
620. 000 
100 
5, 403, 000 


3, 834, 000 


1981 w-year tot 

19 80 
$6, 747, 000 | $177, 785, 132. 07 
15. 000 6, 423. 41 
950, 000 19, 617, 923. 09 
13, OOM 2 R86. 679. 78 
207 Fy) 
55. 000 1, 256, 288. 29 
On 71. 741.9 

3, OOK 19, 363 
1, 600, 000 45, O80, 000. 00 


9, 388, 000 


30, 000 1, 729, 931. 96 
), 418, 000 249, 936, 917. 12 
2, 788, 000 80, 308, 204. 46 
2, 635, 000 72, 078, 412. 00 
15. 000 105, 000. 00 
38, 000 152, 791, 616. 46 
3, 980, 000 97, 145, 300. 66 





1. 741.9 
$63. 11 

4, 000, 000. 00 

24, 548, 949. 16 
036. 00 





679, 931. 96 


) 701. 204. 46 
SO, 412. 00 
15, 000. 00 


206, 616. 46 


8, 166, 300. 66 


7,200 cubic feet per year ; 11 cents per 100 cubic 
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“ith full 


$6. 669, 001 
1 me 


910, 000 


ww 


0 
600, 000 


9. 270. 000 


30. 000 
» 300. 000 
2.7 m0 


2 625, 000 
5 mu 


+ 885. 000 


> 919. 16 


036. 00 


$44. 859, 000 
120, 000 
4, 160 





63. O74, ADO 


394. O00 
18, 364, 000 
120, 000 


39, 878, 000 


24, 096, 500 
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TABLE 1V.—District of Columbia water system, estimated receipts and operating 
appropriation obligations, at 22 percent increase water rate’ and with full 
United States payment for water consumed, 1951-80—Continued 


Total, 1955-80 | Total, 1963-80 


Receipts: | 
Sale of water, District of Columbia.. “ $159, 828, 000 | $114, 969, 000 
Sale of water, Maryland bes i =e 390, 000 | 270, 000 
Sale of water, Arlington. _- eatts 18, 200, 000 14, 040, 000 
Water-main assessments___- 2, 288, 000 746, 50 
Interest on investments... , 
Repairs to private meters _- 1, 110, 000 837, 001 
Sale of special fittings ‘ 5 450, 000 243, 000 
Miscellaneous 78, 000 54, 000 
Federal lump sum payment. 41, 080, 000 28, 800, 000 
Total receipts. -- --_- . 223, 424, 000 159, 959, 500 
Adjustments _-. - f ‘ 
Appropriation balances released - - 1, 050, 000 540, 000 
Total availability 224, 474, 000 160, 499, 500 
Operating appropriation obligations: 
Operations, water division 70, 607, 000 49, 213, 000 
Operations, Washington aqueduct 64, 498, 000 46, 134, 000 
General ad ministration BS i : 390, 000 270, 000 
Total system operating appropriations ‘ 135, 495, 000 95, 617, 000 
Balance available after operations... ee 88, 979, 000 64, 882, 500 


1 Water rate: $12 advance minimum for 7,200 cubic feet per year and 11 cents per 100 
cubic feet for excess ; assessment rate, $3 per front foot. 
TABLE V--A.—District of Columbia water system, loan requirements at 22 
percent increase in water rate’ and full United States payment with con- 
struction program attenuated after 1959? (1951 through 1980) 


oi dollars] 





1951 1952 1953 1954 } 1955 | 1956 
—_____ — ——_—— _——__ —_— —. —_—— —_ —_——- ———— - -\|— —_——__— —_ hiciaheaittets Mh — ~ — 
ON APPROPRIATION BASIS 
Balance after operations 3______. 2, 481.390; 1,894,280) 2,185,629) 1,605,000) 2,686,000) 2, 709, 000 
Capital outlay requirements: 
Water Division - , 183,000) 1,658,000) 1,333,000) 1,565,000) 1,365,000) 2, 244,000 
Washington aqueduct_.- 2 978, 000) 5, 430, 000 6, 986, 000) 4, 300, 000 3 950, ), 000 4, 170, 000 
Total, capital outlay........-.- 4, 161, 000), 7, 088, 000) 8, 316, 000 5, 6, 414, 000 
Difference . sianeedl af, 679, 610 —5, “193, 720| —6, 130, 371 ail 260, 000 —2, 629, 000) —3, 705, 000 
Loan authority - ‘i ales set 1 405, 000 5, 125, 000| 6, 900, 000} 4, 000,000} 2,500,000) 3, 667, 701 
Appropriation deficit. } 74, 610 —68, 720 +769, 629) "260, 000) é 
Accumulated appropriation deficit 
or surplus -------| 274,610) ~—343,330| +426,299' +-166, 299 +37, 299 


| 
ON CASH BASIS | 


acheemeinitiiiiiiatianataiiaa 














Total loan for year Lanttimiesinnededtitell —750, 000 =i 500, 000! — 7, 535, 000; —7, 876, 671 
= = = —— 
1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 | 1962 
Balance after operations *.. - . . . $3, 054, 500) $3, 055, 500} $3, 080, 500) $3, 119, 000 $3, 173, 000! $3, 219, 000 


a 


| 
2, 234,000] 2, 273,000} 2,012,000} 1,644,000| 434,000] 833, 000 
5, 600, 000} 3,128,000] 290,000} 712,000} 1,099,000} 708, 000 


Capital outlay requirements: 
Water Division 
Washington aqueduct. ..- 


i. 


Total capital outlay-....-- 7, 834, 000) 6, , 401, 000} 2, 302, 000 2, 356, 000 1, 533, 000} 1, 541, 000 








a he oo a cine 
Loan authority 





4,79, '500|—2, 345, 500] 763, 000) 1,640, 000/ 1, 678, 000 
4, 779, 500) 2,345, 500) é bas | 
Total loan for year... ----| 7,344, 500 -~2 697, 500 — 44, 405) - .- Watley eee . 
Available for debt service padktcag ce chdawe — de Radeimnaoanes 703,000} 1, 664,862) 1,717,013 
| | 





l 
pa ee 





1 Water rate: $12 advance minimum for 7,200 cubic feet per year and 11 cents per 100 cubic feet for excess; 
assessment rate, $3 per front foot. 

2 Estimates for work after 1954 adjusted to cost index of 611. 

3 From table No. IV. 
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TABLE V-A.—District 


Balance after operations 3_ 

Capital outlay requirements 
Water Division. . 
Washington aqueduct 


Total capital outlay 






of Columbia 


water 


system, 


{In dollars] 


3, 260, 500 


839, 000 
703, 000 


| 1,718, 500 


1, 542, 000 


1965 
500 3, 347, 000 
, 000 436, 000 
, 000; 1, 147, 000 
000) 1, 583, 000 











loan 


1966 


3, 379, 500 


632, 000 
984, 000 


1, 616, 000 





Difference _ _. 1, 751, 500) 1, 764, 000 
Available for debt service 2, 212, 500) + 1,057, 500! 1, 764, 000 
1969 1970 1971 1972 
Balance after operations ° 3, 499,000; 3,540,000! 3,575,000! 3,611,000 
Capital outlay requirements: 
Water Division 624, 000 660, 000 813, 000 828, 000 
Washington aqueduct 1,111,000) 1, 116,000 998, 000' 1,019, 000 
Total capital outlay 1,735,000} 1,776,000) 1,811,000) 1,847,000 
Difference 1, 764,000; 1,764,000) 1,764,000| 1,764,000 
Available for debt service 1, 764,000; 1,764,000! 1,764,000) 1,764,000 
1975 1976 1977 1978 
Balance after operations 3_ 33,000! 3,783,000) 3,834,000 3,885, 000 
Vapital outlay requirements 
Water Division 880, 000 901, 000 922, 000 882, 000 
Washington aqueduct 1, 089,000; 1,118,000 1,148,000 1,092, 000 
Total capital outlay - - 1, 969,000) 2,019,000 2,070,000) 1, 974, OO 
Difference _ - . 1, 764,000! 1, 764,000| 1,764,000 1,911,000 
Available for debt service 1, 764,000; 1,764,000 1,764,000 1,911,000 
| Total, Total, Total, 
| 1951-54 1955-64 | 1965-70 
| | 
Balance after operations *_. 8, 166, 299! 30,658,500! 20, 640, 500 
Capital outlay requirements: 
Water division 5, 736,000; 14, 499, 006 3, 612, 000 
Washington aqueduct 19, 694,000) 21, 289, 000 6, 445, 000 
Total capital outlay | 25, 430,000) 35,788,000) 10,057,000 
Difference ~ —17, 263,701! —5, 129,500! 10, 583, 500 
Loan authority 17, 430,000} 13, 292, 70¢€ 
Total loan 4, 250,000! 25, 498, 076 
Accumulation appropriation, deficit or 
surplus L — 166, 299 
Available for debt service 7, 354, 875) 10, 583, 500 


1 Water rate: $12 advance minimum for 7,200 cubic 
assessment rate, $3 per front foot 


cubic feet for excess ; 


feet per year and 11 


2 Estimates for work after 1954 adjusted to cost index of 611 


*From table No. IV. 


requirements 
percent increase in water rate’ and full United States payment with con- 
struction program attenuated after 1959* (1951 through 1980)—Continued 


1967 


3, 419, 000 


532, 000 
1, 123, 000 


1, 655, 000 
1, 764, 000 
1, 764, 000 


3, 650, 000 
845, 000 
1, 041, 000 


1, 886, 000 


1, 764, 000 
1, 764, 000 


1979 


936, 000 
310, 000 
310, 000 
620, 000 


3, 316, 000 
3, 316, 000 


Tot al, 
1971-80 


37, 680, 000 


7, 554, 000 
9, 191. 000 


745. 000 


O00 


20, 935, 000 


1, 692, 000 


cents per 100 






ol 


at 22 







































1968 


3, 456, 000 


728, 000 
964, 000 


1, 764, 000 
1, 764, 000 


1974 


3, 693, 000 


863, 000 


1, 066, 000 


1, { 





9, 000 


1, 764, 000 
1, 764, 000 


1980 


3, 980, 000 


310, 000 
310, 000 


620, 000 


3, 360, 000 
3, 360, 000 


Total, 
1951-80 


17. 145 


299 


31, 401, 000 
56. 619. 000 


R88, 020, 000 


9, 125, 299 
30, 722, 701 


29. 748. 076 
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TaBLe VI-A.—Water financing study 


Repayments 























| Total 
| Accumu- / Accumu- mn annual 
Fiscal year | Loan lated a lated oe | (excess 
| principal ones interest debt Debt re- Interest over 
duction | *2%¢res | capital 
| | outlay 
| | | | require- 
| | | ments)! 
1951. ... dlewigns ehneipenee wena die onettihind idintecae neweeia bblnnae Siriecén 
1952 ala * - - . x » 
1953 acuaied 750, 000 750, 000 aa 750, 000 ‘ ot 
1954__._..._.| 3, 500, 000 4, 250, 000 , 271, 562 
1955 7, 535,000 | 11,785, 000 11, 929, 369 
1056. .... 7, 876,671 | 19, 661, 671 | 20, 149, 009 eratccbaimilbai 
1957 7, 344, 500 | 27,006,171 28, 072, 793 
1958 2, 697,500 | 29, 703, 671 31, 577, 385 
1959 ea 44,405 | 29,748,076 32, 529, 639 | _. . . si nab 
1960 a a ial ‘ 29, 748, 076 32, 761, 866 |_._-- 3, 000 703, 000 
1961 29, 748, 976 32, 038, 907 1 862 | 1, 664, 862 
1962 San . ..-| 29, 748, 076 31, 243,012 l, , O13 | 1,717,013 
1963 _- 29, 748, 076 | 29, 928, 748 _.| 2,212,500 | 2, 212, 500 
1964 a 29, 711, 699 29, 711, 699 3e, < l, , 123 | 1,077, 506 
1965__. oa 28, 801, 910 28, 801, 910 909, 789 | , 211 1, 764, 000 
1966 — 27, 866, 464 27, 866, 464 935, 446 , 054 | 1, 763, 500 
Bac athe 26, 903, 624 26, 903, 624 962, 840 , 160 1, 764, 000 
1968 25, 913, 103 25, 913, 103° 990, 521 ,479 | 1,764, 000 
1969 he 24, 894, 104 , 894, 104 | 1,018, 999 OO1 | 1,764, 000 
1970 4 23, 845, 809 5 1, 048, 295 705 | 1, 764, 000 
1971 niet ~---| 22, 467,370 1, 078, 433 5, 567 1, 764, 000 
1972 ‘ 21, 657, 938 1, 109, 438 62 | 1,764, 000 
1973_. ¥ 20, 516, 603 1, 141, 335 ,665 | 1,764,000 
1974 £5 sainiaitind 19, 342, 455 1, 174, 148 , 852 | 1,764, 000 
ee samen 18, 134, 550 1, 207, 905 5,095 | 1,764,000 
1976 et 16, 891, 918 1 , 632 368 | 1,764,000 
1977 nine ‘ 15, 613, 560 1, 278, 358 5,642 | 1,764,000 
1978 ialecetiactnel 14, 351, 449 1, 262, 111 889 | 1,711,000 
1979 11, 448, 053 : 2, 903, 396 2,604 | 3,316,000 
Oe eae, 8, 417, 184 | 3, 030, 869 , 131 | 3, 360, 000 
1981 j 5, 399, 178 | 3, 118, 006 994 | 3,360,000 
1982 “ 2, 194, 404 | } 3, 204, 774 5, 226 | 3, 360, 000 
1983 ssanianetnetidhiticata nasa ated | 3, 296, 911 33, 089 | 3,360, 000 





1 From table V-A. 
Figure in parentheses is negative. 


NorTe.—Assumption: 2.875 percent interest at Federal rate; at proposed 22 percent increase in water 
rates and full United States payment for water with construction program attenuated after 1959. Water 


rate: $12 advance minimum for 7,200 cubic feet per year and 11 cents per 100 cubic feet excess usage; assess- 
ment rate: $3 per front foot. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You may—I think the com- 
mittee will appreciate it—without reading it, present the highlights 
of your statement, Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Avip. In departing from the prepared statement, I would like 
to hit some of the highlights which will perhaps place or orient the 
committee in our problem. 

At the outset I would like to say that the water system of the Dis 
trict is under dual administration. 

The supply facilities are under the Corps of Engineers, the Depart- 
ment of the Army. They collect the water from the river and purify 
it. 

The distribution of the water is the responsibility of the Commis 
sioners of the District, as is the financing of the system. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. In other words Mr. Auld, 
the District pays for the entire operation of the Corps of Engineers 
in gathering the water to the reservoir, and all that / 

Mr. Aub. That is correct. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And that is all borne by the 
District, that is, the cost ? 

Mr. Auxp. And that is why the Commissioners have the entire pro 
gram before you now. 

So that you may understand some of our later projects, I would 
like to outline the way the water system operates. 

The water is collected from the Potomac River at Great Falls. It 
is carried 9 miles to the District line, to a point in the site of that map 
called Dalecarlia. That is the site of one of the 2 filtration plants 
with a capacity of 105 millions a day. 

Such water as cannot be filtered at that point passes on through to 
Georgetown Reservoir and thence across town by tunnel to the Mc 
Millan filtration plant, which has a capacity of 125 million gallons 
a day. 

After purification, the water is turned over to the District distribu 
tion system, which is differentiated by various colors on that map. 

Washington’s ground level starts at about sea level and goes up to 
an elevation of 425 feet. 

In order to have usable water pressures throughout the area we 
are required to zone our piping system to work in various contours. 
In that way the central city lying near the river is supplied by what 
we call the low surface. Ground between sea level om elevation 50 
is supplied there, and then as the ground goes up successively we 
have separate piping networks, illustrated here, successively in red 
and green and yellow. 

Then the territory on the east side of the Anacostia River—we call 
it Anacostia—derives its entire supply through the central city, the 
blue system on that map, and the water is elevated to the successive 
territories there into pressure services. 

It is a complex system, but a very excellent system from an engineer- 
ing standpoint. 

It came under a great deal of engineering study, starting in 1941, 
and in 1946 the Congress received a report, which is known as House 
Document 480, the 79th Congress. Every major project which we 
have done since that time and which we suggest is necessary is described 
and justified in that document. 

The Cuarrman. When was Dalecarlia built ? 
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Mr. Autp. That was built in the 1920 decade and finished in 1927 
or 1928. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. When was McMillan built? 

Mr. Autp. McMillan was built, completed in 1905. 

The CuarrMan. Have there been any reservoir increases in the last 
10 years ¢ 

Mr. Autp. We have done extensive work in that. 

The Cuatrman. What in terms of capacity ? 

Mr. Avutp. In 10 years our filtr: ation capacity has been increased 
from 155 million gallons a day to 234 million. 

Representative “O'Hara of Minnesota. What about your reservoir 
capac ity q 

Mr. Aut. Well, reservoirs are essential for distribution and pres- 
sure control and are not dependent upon in this system as prime 
sources of water. 

We have no impounding of raw water, for instance, and we elevate 
the finished water to partly regulate the pressures and give us what 
we call a working storage to equalize pumping. 

Senator Burke. Haven’t you on many days pumped over capacity ? 

Mr. Autp. We have, indeed. 

Senator Burke. Don’t you draw on it then? 

Mr. Autp. We draw somewhat on storage. On those same occa- 
sions we draw somewhat on the bounce, if you may, that may be at 
that time in filtration facilities. 

That is not a dependable type operation. When we go over the 
plant ratings, which has been done many times, you lose that sense 
of security and dependability, which we feel the city deserves, should 
demand. 

The CuHarrman. Have you had any critical points either in sanita- 
tion or in fire protection ? 

Mr. Autp. I am happy to say that within my 12 years in the water 

system there has only been 1 occasion when the fire department has 
failed to have enough water to fight a fire. 

Senator Burke. But your pressure drops, doesn’t it, when you hit 
capacity ? 

Mr. Avutp. Pressures suffer slightly on these high days; but by the 
greatest luck up to now we have gotten by, but it is luck when you use 
every pump, for example, in the pumping station at Dalecarlia. 

Senator Burke. If one pump goes down, you are in trouble? 

Mr. Autp. If one pump goes down, you are through on that pres- 
sure service. 

You don’t repair a pump in less than 60 or 90 days. 

If a transformer goes down, you may be out 6 weeks or 6 months, 
and we have had that happen at our Bryant Street station on our old 
equipment. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What about your proposals 
in this new look you have here for us? Are you increasing your 
auxiliary pumping service, your reservoir or supply or any of those 
types of things ? 

Mr. Autp. I would like to put before you 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I don’t want to interrupt 
your presentation, Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Avutp. Yes. 
Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Just generally. 












58 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Auxp. I would like to put before you a schedule of the works 
we have in mind, both for the supply and distribution in the next 10 
years. 

Judge Smith asked a question: What has happened since 1950? 

At that time we icone the construction requirements of the sys- 
tem to a hearing similar to this. F 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would you like a copy of 
that, Mr. Auld, in the record at this point? f 

Mr. Autp. Yes; I would, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Haka of Minnesota. That may follow your state- 
ment which also has gone into the record. 

Mr. Auxp. Since 1950 a great deal of work has been authorized 
through appropriations, partly with the aid of loans which the Con- 
gress granted under Public Law 533. 

That increase in filtration capacity I mentioned is a part of it. 

We have built a number of major pipelines. 

We have completed our Bryant Street water pumping station. We 
raised its capacity from 70 million—I might say undependable—to 
over 200 million gallons. That is to service the McMillan filtration 
plant in the center of the city. , 

That work is now finished. In fact, if we had not completed the 
Bryant Street station before last summer the central part of the city 
would have been without water. We were then able to boost. pressures 
sufficiently with our low-service pumps to keep the White House and 
Anacostia in water. 

The Cuarrman. You speak of that as a threatened catastrophe you 
were able to avert because you had that Bryant Street station. Do 
you face any other possible critical situations in the immediate future ? 

Mr. Auxp. I would say as long as demands can exceed our present 
production capacity by 20 or 30 million gallons daily, yes; you are 
faced with a crisis, a potential one. 

The Cuairman. There is an existing and continuing possibility of 
some portion of the city being short ? 

Mr. Autp. While this matter was to have been covered by a Wash- 
ington aqueduct witness, I would take the liberty of going on with it. 

If you look at that chart on your left, the dotted upper line is the 
prediction of the maximum daily requirement by years, which was 
made back in 1946. 

The red line shows the actual experience since 1946, and where it 
terminates toward the center the greatest is at 263 million. That was 
used. Two hundred and sixty-six was produced that day, and there 
was some little increase in storage. 

If you go horizontally from that point, you will find it does not 
intersect our prediction line until about 1960. 

Senator Burke. With this capital improvement program on water 
that you are suggesting, your water system will still be in a critical 
state for many years? 

Mr. Aut. If this program is approved, if we go forward, the 
additional filtration facilities would not be in service before 1957. 
So, we have that to face. 

This is a continuation, Judge, of the work we brought before the 
committee before. As I say, we have done a lot. It’s the fact we 
must maintain our momentum to overtake the load which is still at 


hand. 
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Representative Smiru of Virginia. You still have provisions for 
funds, though, to keep on with the work? 

Mr. Aut. That provision is running low and after 1955 our credit 
availability will be exhausted. 

Senator Burr. Do you charge the same rate for the different serv- 
ice areas ¢ 

Mr. Avutp. The same rate. 

Senator Burke. You do? 

Mr. Aurp. Yes. 

Senator Burke. It costs you a lot more money to pump in certain 
areas. 

Mr. Autp. Well, it does; but I believe it might cost us more money 
to build that way than the revenue would justify. 

It’s not a common practice, as far as I know, and I believe most 
cities avoid it. 

Representative Harris. Is this an expansion of facilities that you 
outlined to us in 1950? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. Or is it principally what you told us at that 
time was needed and required for the future that you find now costs 
more ¢ 

Mr. Avutp. That is it. It is a continuation of material you went 

ver before, on which the prices have gone up. 

Y have there a plotting of the Engineering News cost index, using 
1913 as a base of a hundred. 

At the completion of this report the price was there, and for 30 
years of work it roughed out at about $49 million. 

When the Congress examined our needs in 1950 that cost had gone 
up to that point, and when we were before these committees that time 

had been preceded by the longest period of price stability that we had 
) seen for 10 years. 

You will notice that thing had leveled out. 

We came in here at that time. 

That, in fact, was the chart that was before the committee. 

That was a 67 million requirement as of 1950. 

Now, the same works have gone up to 88 million, and the price 


: index has gone all the way off the original chart and is at 611. , 
i It is purely a question of inflation that we are trying to keep up 
with. 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In 1950, when Congress au- 
thorized loans to the District from the United States Treasury of 
$22 million; is that correct? 

Mr. Autp. That’s correct. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In your proposal you are 
asking that be increased an additional $12 million? 

Mr. Autp. Yes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. By reason of the increase 
in costs; is that correct ? 

Mr. Aup. That is correct. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And do you anticipate that 
5 this terrific spiral of cost increases is going to go up any more? What 
is going to be the situation ? 
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Mr. Avtp. For our calculations—and these are calculations—we 
have assumed they would stabilize. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is the increased cost mostly 
labor, or what is it? 

Mr. Auxp. Well, the labor mainly, but then it reflects back into all 
the materials and equipment which you buy for these works, 

Pumps, for example, are very complex; motors are very complex, 
and pumps and motors have gone up generally more than your price 
index, which is your general building construction, which is that curve 
there. 

But it comes back to labor, and then our operating costs, which are 
also from the water fund, are also going up. 

We've had, for instance, a $3 million added obligation over the next 
30 years to simply fluoridate the water supply. That has come up 
since we had the program considered in 1950. 

We had a rate increase in 1948—25 percent. This year that will 
bring us $900,000 of revenue—that one rate increase. 

Our system operating costs will have gone up $1,380,000 since that 
rate increase was granted, and that one million three hundred and 
eighty is entirely from inflationary effects—higher power bills; higher 
chemical costs ; higher wages and salaries. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Are you proposing an increase 
in rates again at this time? 

Mr. Aurp. We are suggesting an increase up to 33 percent, as the 
authority in title I of this bill. 

As we see it now, a maximum increase of 22 percent will suffice to 
keep the financial equilibrium. 

We are suggesting a graduated increase of about 10 percent for 
the smallest consumer, going up to 22 percent for the largest, averaging 
out 15. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Auld, Senator Case 
has spoken to me and wondered if you had a copy of that chart which 
might be inserted in the record. 

Mr. Avtp. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And I think it is too bad 
these other charts to which you have referred aren’t numbered by 
initials or numbers, or something, so that it will appear in the 
testimony. 

Mr. Avutp. I can identify it in the record. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think it would be helpful 
because of the need of this program to have all of those in the record. 

I would suggest that a small chart of each one of these to which you 
have referred be made a part of the record following your statement 
and the other statement which has been admitted. 

Mr. Avutp. We will be very happy to do that, and I think from the 
transcript we can identify the various exhibits. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Good. 

Mr. Avtp. In the matter of water rates on this chart, the blue line is 
is composite of the water charges for the 12 largest cities in the United 
States. 

The green line is the present rate in Washington city, and the red 
line would be the rate which we are now proposing. 
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You will see that we are trying to stay in, maintain a general sense 
of proportion. , i ais 

We do not think it’s an excessive rate increase. We do believe it will 
suflice for our needs. 

Senator Burke. You furnish water outside the District, don’t you? 

Mr. Autp. We furnish all water to Arlington County, Va. 

Mr. Burke. Do you charge them more than you charge the local 
rate ¢ 

Mr. Autp. No; we charge them on a wholesale basis. 

Senator Burke. But it costs more money to pump it out there ? 

Mr. Auxp. Well, they take water from the third high service and the 
actual cost of producing that at that pressure has been calculated. The 
cost of the plant devoted to their service has been calculated, and that 
has been worked out on a form of utility rate, to which we then added 
25 percent because of the rate increase which was authorized by 
Congress in 1947. 

Senator Case. How does that rate compare with the rate you are 
proposing shall be paid by the United States for the water services 
furnished the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Autp. The Arlington rate now is $73 per million gallons. 

I would have to calculate that. 

Our proposed water rate is about $150 a million gallons. 

Senator Casz. For whom? 

Mr. Autp. For all consumers, including the United States. 

Senator Case. And that would include Arlington County, too? 

Mr. Auntp. No; I mean the retail. 

I would like to make a distinction between the retail and the whole- 
sale distribution of water. 

Senator Burke. Can you carry it out and compare your out-of-the- 
District rate with your in-the-District rate? 

Mr. Avutp. Well, our principal out-of-the-District rate is $73 to 
Arlington now. 

I would say if legislation is successful here that we should certainly 
restudy that rate to check its efficiency. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is there any reason why they 
should pay the same wholesale rate, Mr. Auld, that any other user in 
the District pays? 

Mr. Avutp. Well, we have no other wholesale rate as such within the 
District. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. But wouldn’t it be on a 
wholesale rate to the United States Government, for example? 

Mr. Avutp. No; we have to distribute that water. That is the dif 
ference. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. That is the diffierence—the 
distribution ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes. Arlington distributes on its own pipeline across 
the river from the filter plant. 

Senator Burke. But the cost of distribution wouldn’t be double the 
wholesale rate? 

Mr. Aut. No; but part of our rate has not only to maintain and 
operate but we’ve got to expand. 
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Senator Burke. But it looks as though you are giving a cheaper 
rate to the outside-the-District than you do in the District, because 
certainly distribution costs wouldn’t be doubled. 

Mr. Avuxp. Our total costs of filtration and distribution come to 
about $66 a million. 

Senator Case. By reference to page 2 of the bill, section 101, I note 
it reads: 

The Commissioners are authorized, in their direction, to fix, from time to 
time, the rates charged by the District for water and water services furnished 
by the District Water Supply System. Such rates so fixed, whether involving one 
or more changes in a rate, or one or more changes in the basic quantity of water 
to be supplied at a given rate, or the combined effect of both such changes, shall 
not, in any event, result in increasing by more than 3314 per centum the rates in 
effect on the day preceding the effective date of this section. 

Would that mean, then, that the maximum change that could be 
made with respect to Arlington County would be 3314 percent of $73? 

Mr. Avutp. I do not consider that Arlington County actually comes 
within the purview of this bill at all. Water is supplied to Arlington 
under separate legislation, and the entire negotiation is between Ar- 
lington and the Corps of Engineers, the Department of the Army. 
The Commissioners do not directly participate in the fixing of the 
Arlington rate. By courtesy, I think they are consulted; but the 
contract for the sale of that water is between the United States and 
Arlington County, and the proceeds come into the water fund. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. But the cost of it comes from 
the District ? 

Mr. Autp. Comes out of the water fund; that is correct. 

Senator Case. Under what authority is the Corps of Engineers 
delegated authority to fix the water rate for Arlington County? 

Mr. Avtp. I can’t give you that reference from memory, sir, but it 
was an act of 1927. At least the first contract was in 1927. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. I was the author of the act. I 
don’t remember just what the details of it are, but I remember it very 
well and the idea was that they just took the water from the reservoir 
without any distribution system at all. 

Mr. Autp. That’s right. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. And that is the reason a very 
low rate was fixed. 

I had the impression at that time that the rate was $25. 

Mr. Avutp. It started at about $35. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Did it? 

Mr. Avuup. It was raised to 50. In 1951, after a year or more of 
discussion, it became $73. 

Now, there is one thing I didn’t mention on this Arlington rate. 
Arlington in the line that it brings to the filter plant pays $73. Where 
it gets water near the Pentagon Building, after it has passed through 
the distribution system on the way, through not its own pipes, it pays 
now our current rate of a hundred and twenty-five, $123 actually, per 
million. 

Arlington is paying our retail rate when they use our system to get 
the water. 

Senator Case. Does the District supply water to the Pentagon ? 

Mr. Avutp. Yes; it does. 
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Senator Case. And that would be part of the water proposed to be 
paid for at the retail rate by the Government ? 

Mr. Aub. Yes. 

Senator Case. What is the population of workers in the Pentagon ? 

Mr. Avutp. I do not know, sir. I think it’s between 25,000 and 
30,000. 

Senator Cask. The bill proposes, then, to charge the Federal Gov- 
ernment the retail rate for the water supply to one unit as large as 
the Pentagon ? 

Mr. Aut. Yes. 

You will also find there the Naval Annex, your National Airport, 
the Offices of the Chief of Engineers, Fort Myer, Arlington Cemetery. 

There’s a lot of water. 

Senator Case. Supposing you put in the record a little table to show 
the gallonage of water delivered to the Pentagon over the last annual 
period, and also to these other buildings that you have mentioned, and 
also the amount of water that is sold to Arlington County, first, on the 
$63 rate, and the other on the 125, or whatever it may be. 

Whose distribution system supplies the Pentagon ? 

Mr. Autp. That is a Federal pipeline crossing the river. 
| 4 Representative Smirn of Virginia. Is the same thing true with 
| * respect to the Naval Annex? 
| Mr. Aux. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In other words, the Federal 
Government built that ? 

Mr. Aub. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And paid the cost of con- 
struction ¢ 

Mr. Avutp. And they maintain it in a separate military appropria- 
tion. 

Senator Burke. Why should they get a wholesale rate, then ? 

Mr. Autp. I don’t know. 

We have looked at the Federal water problem on a comprehensive 
basis, as a comprehensive matter. 

Senator Caspr. What about Suitland? Is that inside the District? 

Mr. Autp. No. That Suitland draws its water from the Washing- 
ton Suburban Sanitary Commission. 

Senator Case. But the District does not supply it? 

Mr. Avutp. But Andrews Field takes from the District, which is 
beyond Suitland. 

Senator Case. Andrews Field takes from the District. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What about Bolling? 

Mr. Autp. Oh, yes; Bolling is District. 

Senator Case. Is Andrews Field supplied, the mains maintained 
and provided by the District or the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Autp. The Federal Government maintains a main to Andrews 
Field. 

Senator Casr. Does the bill contemplate charging a retail rate for 
the water which goes to Andrews Field over the Government-provided 
line? 

Mr. Autp. That is the suggestion. 
| Senator Casr. That is going to make a bad picture if we bring that 
4 up on the floor. It is going to make a bad picture if we propose to 
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Congress, which has the responsibility for the Federal budget, as well 
as some for the District budget, an increase in water charges to charge 
a retail service rate to the Federal Government for water supplied to 
such large users as the Pentagon and Andrews Field and the Navy 
for these outlying establishments when the mains and distribution 
system for the one are provided by the Federal Government itself. 

Mr. Avip. Well, I don’t think the proportion is too disturbing. 

Senator Case. That ought to be apparent if you will give us some 
figures on what the gallonage is that goes to these different places. 

Mr. Autp. But the Pentagon alone would have the demands of a 
fairly large city. 

Last year the United States used a little over 11 billion gallons of 
water. I would say about 1 billion of that went across the District 
line. The other 10 billion was still used inside. 

Representative Harris. Didn’t we at one time have a flat rate that 
the Federal Government paid? 

Mr. Auup. Yes. You still have a million dollars a year. 

Representative Harris. What is that? A million dollars? 

Mr. Auxp. Yes. 

Representative Harris. In other words, the Federal Government 
pays a million dollars for all the water it uses from the District line? 

Mr. Autp. That’s right. 

Representative Harris. Then you have really no distribution rate 
that applies to the Federal Government like you have to individual 
businesses and homes. 

Mr. Autp. No. 

Senator Burke. Except they plan to change that. 

Mr. Auutp. We are recommending in this bill that the Government 
pay the going rate, the retail rate. 

Representative Harris. How much would that increase the Gov- 
ernment cost ? 

Mr. Avtp. Well, last year the Government’s use was worth 
$1,340,000. 

Senator Burke. At the retail rate? 

Mr. Avxp. At the retail rate. 

At the increased rate that would put a value of about $1,600,000. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I realize there is perhaps a 
traditional or contractual relationship as to the furnishing of the 
water to Arlington County, but it would seem to me offhand there is 
some responsibility for the District treating all its water users on 
the same wholesale or on the same retail basis; and I wondered what 
you had to say with reference to the situation which applies to Arling- 
ton County, which is apparently at a much more advantageous rate, 
and maybe justifiable so, than the United States Government or any 
other wholesale user. 

Mr. Avutp. I would reemphasize, sir, that we don’t consider the 
bulk of Federal use in any sense wholesale. We have a very consider- 
able investment in distribution system, practically all of which is 
available to and most of which is used by the Federal Government. 

I might say, too, that the fixing of the rate to Arlington County, 
I think, is prescribed by law, as to the method which would be observed. 
It says at cost, and that cost is—I mean if you make that type of 
determination you will come out with about—the rate which now 
prevails. 
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Mind you, Arlington in turn has a tremendous distribution system 
of itsown and a great many obligations, cost obligations, which it adds 
to that price, and when they are through they sell it for about $200 
a million. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I can recognize that dis- 
tinction which is made because they undoubtedly do have a retail 
cost which the District does not bear. 

Mr. Aurp. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. They have to distribute the 
water through their own system. 

Representative Harris. Does the District bear any more of the 
cost to the Federal buildings over in Virginia than it does to 
Arlington ? 

Mr. Aurp. Not after the water leaves the District: but, of course, 
before it gets to them it does still pass through our system. 

Representative Harris. What is the source for the Arlington water ? 

Mr. Aurp. The Arlington water, the cheaper-rate water—Arlington 
has brought its pipeline right to the filter plant itself. 

Representative Harris. Where is that? 

Mr. Avutp. At Dalecarlia. 

Representative Harrts. Where does the water come from that goes 
over to Fort Myer, the Pentagon and the Annex? 

Mr. Autp. That may come from either McMillan or the Dalecarlia 
plant, through the first high service, and by either route it traverses 
a considerable part of the distribution system. 

Representative Harris. Where does the Federal Government lines 
start ? 

Mr. Avtp. It starts on the District end of Key Bridge and goes 
then on into the Pentagon area. 

Representative Tatte. Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Tatte. Mr. Auld, can you tell me how Arlington 
County makes its charges? Is it the flat-rate residential charge or is 
it the metered system ? 

Mr. Autp. No; they have a meter rate. 

Representative Tarte. For household use, industrial use, business 
use ? 

Mr. Avutp. They have rates, the same general structure, as ours 
They don’t distinguish as to the use so much, but they do have differe nt 
steps according to the quantity used, which, in effect, gives some ad- 
vantage to the larger consumer. 

[ have a tabulation of that rate with me. 

Representative Tarren. You don’t need to bother especially for me. 

Mr. Autp. You might distribute these. 

Senator Casr. Can you tell us what the quantity of water is that 
Arlington County buys? 

Mr. Avtp. Five billion and five hundred million gallons. 

Senator Casr. Five billion five hundred million gallons. 

Mr. Avutp. I will check that. 

In fiscal 1953 it was 5,555,000,000 gallons for the year. 

Senator Casz. And what does the Federal Government buy for 
units that are in Arlington County, such as the Pentagon, Fort Myer, 
the Navy and anything else? 
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Mr. Avutp. I would have to give you a very rough guess of about 
a billion to a billion and a half went to Virginia, to the Virginia side 
of the river, out of a total Federal consumption of 11,151,000,000. 

Senator Case. Supposing } you get an exact figure on that for the 
units in Arlington County and the same for Montgomery County or 
Prince Georges County or Queen Annes, whatever it may be, that 
Bolling Field or any others. 

Mr. Aut. Yes. 

Senator Casr. What about the Navy Hospital at Bethesda ? 

Mr. Avutp. That pays the full retail rate of the Washington Subur- 
ban Sanitary Commission. 

All Federal activities in the Maryland and Virginia area which 
go through the local systems pay the going rates. 

Senator Case. Do you supply water to the system which serves 
Montgomery County ? 

Mr. Autp. We sort of do a little line backing. We have got 1 or 

2 tight spots where they take limited quantities of water from us— 

very slight. For example, last year they took a total of 164 million 
gallons in the whole year, which is—— 

Denator Vase. Whatdoyoudo? Just trade that? 

Mr. Autp. We sell it to them under contracts, a similar arrange- 
ment to the Arlington sale, but the total revenue last year was about 

$12,000 for the sale of that water. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is that sort of on an emer- 
gency basis, Mr. Auld, or is it a continuous thing ? 

Mr. Avutp. There is a connection near Suitland, which is almost 
continuous because their pipeline is too small to reach that point. 
There is a continuous connection on the west edge of the city, near 
the Dalecarlia filter plant. The remainder of the connections, of 
which there are quite a few around the periphery of the District, are 
simply opened on very hot days when the Maryland system, for some 
reason, cannot hold its load in those regions. 

Senator Case. In every case is it a metered service ? 

Mr. Aub. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Or a measured service ? 

Mr. Autp. We measure by metering everything that goes to Mary- 
land. 

Senator Case. And what rate applies to that? 

Mr. Autp. There we have a differential rate, according to the pres- 
sure service from which the water is taken and the miles of pipeline 
through which it goes to get there. 

There again the form of that rate is pretty well prescribed by law, 
one of about 1917, under which we supply that service. 


Senator Case. What does it work out as an average rate? 

Mr. Autp. Around $70, $75. 

I might say that we have completely reanalyzed the Maryland rates 
in the past year and will suggest increases in those shortly. We have, 
however, I think more pressing problems before the Sanitary Com- 
mission, and I have purposely refrained from bringing up a rate 
question with them right now. 
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Senator Casr. Is 164 million the total figure for the water supplied 
to Maryland counties? 

Mr. Autp. That’s gallons; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Gallons? 

Mr. Auxtp. Yes; in 1953. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Auld, how, generally 
speaking, is your water metered here in the city to the average, indi- 
vidual home user ? 

Mr. Autp. We have 129,000 water accounts in the city of Washing- 
ton, and we have 7,660 unmetered accounts. 

Of the total water sold, over 96 percent of it is metered and about 
95 percent of the accounts are metered. 

We are proceeding as we can to eliminate the flat rates. 

To some extent, that would be automatic in the demolition of cer- 
tain properties which have been scheduled, by law at least required, 
to come down very shortly. 

We are working on that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It would mean, under your 
proposal, that the average retail water consumer would pay about 22 
percent or more than he did this last previous year, if this bill becomes 
law? 

Mr. Autp. Our average increase will be between 15 and 16 percent. 

We have about 90,000 domestic accounts on meters, which I have 
averaged out, and those accounts will pay between 15 and 16 percent 
under our proposed rate. 

The larger users will pay up to 22 percent. 

I believe through your questioning you have pretty well covered 
the ground which I thought I would review with you, outside of the 
prepared. statement. 

There is one subject I have not touched. I would like to mention 
briefly, Mr. Chairman, we also suggest an increase in the rate of water 
main assessments from the present level of $1.90 to $3. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Will you explain that a little 
more, as to what that would mean? 

Mr. Auup. We have laid service water mains for the use of prop- 
erties when requested. Under law, we are levying an assessment. 
The rate is prescribed by law. 

We find that the cost of construction far exceeded the returns from 
that class of work, and the cost per foot of a water main now is indi- 
cated by that blue line. Horizontally that’s a spread of years; 

vertically it’s dollars. 

The spread line is the rate of assessment prescribed by law. It used 
to be $3 back in the thirties. It’s dropped to a dollar and a half. 
It was raised to $1.90. We are recommending in title I that it be 
raised again to $2. 

I would like to place in the record, if I may, a review of the appro- 
priations, the actual expenditures for a number of years for that class 
of service. 

(The statistical data referred to is as follows :) 
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Assessment returns for service water main extensions 











scal year Appropriation Expenditures| Rate Retu 
1953 $580,000 $499, 500 1.90 $150, 218 
1952 $528,000 500, 915 1. 90 152 
1951 $533,000 plus $11,000 1. 90 150, 7 
1950 $500,000 plus $33,000. _. 1. 90 | 140 
1949 $600,000 _ . 1.90 51, 502 
1948 $724,000_. 1. 90 128, 48 
1947 $400,000... 1. 50 22, 034 
194¢ $500,000__ . 1. 50 2 
1945 $300,000. . 1. 50 8Y, 4 
1944 $100,000 plus $289,000 from 1943 1. 50 01, 428 
1943 $475,000 minus $289,000 equals $186,000 1. 50 110, % 
10942 $475,000 “ 172, 1 
1941 $260,000 plus $150,000 deferred from 1941 1. 50 159, 43 
1940 $225,000 1. 50 43, 4 
1939 $250,000 1. 50 142. 2 
1938 $300,000_ - 1. 50 156, € 
1937 $250,000 { 1. 50 20 
1936 $225,000 235, 419 1. 50 187. ( 
1935 $160,000_. 181, 208 1. 50 0, 62 
1934 $142,000... 180, 871 3.00 114 
1933 $275,000 218, 974 3.00 100, 58 
1932 $285,000 185, 31 3.00 71, \ 
1931 $285,000 303, 837 3.00 166, 4 ' 
1930 $250,000 246, 845 2.00 5 ' 





NOTES 


1948-53, $1.90 per foot 
1935-47, $1.50 per foot 
1930-34, $3 per foot 


Spent, $3,317,357; returns, $874,034 
Spent, $3,866,720; returns, $1,844,252 
$pent, $1,135,843; returns, $708,861 


Returns equal 0.263 per dollar spent 
Returns equal 0.477 per dollar spent. 
Returns equal 0.624 per dollar spent. 


Mr. Avutp. Since our rate has been $1.90 a foot, we have spent 
$3,317,357 to lay these service water mains, and we’ve received back 
$874,034, or 26 cents on the dollar. That is what we are getting back. 

Traditionally there has been an effort to have that return about 50 
percent of actual cost, and this $3 rate would somewhere approximate 
that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is amazing that in the 
lowest cost of construction period, from 1931 to 1934, which I would 
say was probably the bottom of construction costs, you had the highest 
rate, $3. 

Mr. Autp. Well, it shows how slow, how hard it is—the momentum 
of a higher rate—it’s hard to break off, and finally the depression pre- 
cipitated that. 

I have one other curve I would like to show you, which pertains to 
the Federal water consumption. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Auld, just a minute. 

Mr. Aub. Yes. 

Senator Case. Following up on what Chairman O’Hara has pointed 
out, you had a water rate of $2 in 1930, of $3 in 1931, and that ran 
through 1934. Then you cut the rate in two from 1935 and it stayed 
at a dollar and a half until 1947, when you went to $1.90. 

Mr. Avutp. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Now, then, if ycu were to have this bill become law, 
as it is proposed, and the Commissioners would have the authority to 
raise the rate, but not to exceed 3314 percent, they could raise it by 
one-third of a dollar ninety, which would be 6314 cents. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. This is construction. 

Mr. Avutp. This is construction. 2 


ee 
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Senator Casr. This is construction. 
Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Construction costs. 


































; } Mr. Auup. That is covered by a separate title. In title III of the 
: ; ill your assessment rate would be 
s - Senator Casg. This is the assessment rate for the line going through 


somebody’s property ? 

Mr. Autp. That’s right. 

Senator Casz. Not the water rate? 

Mr. Autp. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. In any event, on what would you base the prospec- 
) tive charges for assessments for installing service after this bill be- 

‘ came law ? 

7 Mr. Autp. It would become $3 

It is spelled out in title IIT of the bill. 

: Senator Case. That is, you propose to go back to the same rate that 
vas charged in 1931 to 1934, inclusive ? 

Mr. Autp. That’s what we recommend. 

; : Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would that meet your actual 

} cost of construction, Mr. Auld? 

Mr. Auto. That will bring us back about 50 percent of what we 
spend. 

You’re in a slight dilemma in fixing a charge of that character. If 
you charge the whole price, it’s my belief that you unduly pen: alize 
the builder. You tend also to contribute to an inflationary pressure 
on pe price of houses. That’s undesirable. 

), it has never been the practice in the District to charge the full 
price for that service because a water main, while built for a given 
property, also has some collateral function throughout the entire 
region through which it passes. It becomes a part of the grid system 
4 which intersects with other similar mains, supports the fire protec- 
tion aspects of the water system in that way. 

We feel that those mains do something more in the long run than 
just serve that one person. 

Representative Tarte. Do you have any complaints against that 
special assessment ? 

Mr. Auxtp. Complaint? No, Mr. Talle. It works pretty well. I 
mean there’s no trouble to collect it. It becomes a lien, if it isn’t paid. 
It is payable over 3 years. Now, though, it is on a token basis. 

Senator Case. W hat is your water rate for a domestic user ? 

Mr. Auip. Our water rate? 

; Senator Caspr. Yes. 

i Mr. Auup. We have an advance minimum charge of $1.94 a year, for 
which there is an allowance of 7,500 cubic feet. All used in excess 
of 7,500 is charged for at the rate of 9 cents per 100 cubic feet. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How much would that be 
in gallons ? 

Mr. Autp. That works out to 12 cents a thousand gallons, on the 
excess charge. 

Repr esentative O'Hara of Minnesota. What would be the aver age 
bill of the average homeowner, with a 60- or 70-foot front, we'll say, 
of property a little lawn in the front, a little lawn in the back ¢ 

Mr. Autp. Well, in our ninety thousand-odd domestic accounts, of 
what I have called that, the average domestic bill is $16.53 a year, and 
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under our proposed rate that would go up to $19.15, or $2.62, just that, 
20 cents a month. That’s 5 cents a week. It’s not much consider- 
ing: 

Representative Harris. How many accounts did you say you had? 

Mr. Avtp. 129,000 total, but what I have called for calculation 
about 90,000 of those as average domestic accounts. About 10 per- 
cent of all accounts pay the minimum charge, and those accounts then 
would only pay $1.06 more per year, or $12 total. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Auld, have you prac 
tically completed your statement ? 

Mr. Avtp. Yes; I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara ‘of Minnesota. It is about recess time. 

Does anyone have any further questions? 

Mr. Harris? 

Representative Harris. No; I don’t. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Tatty. No; thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Case. 

Mr. Autp. There will be a further witness, if I may—— 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. -Pardon me. | 

Mr. Autp. Excuse me. 

There is a representative of the Washington aqueduct here, who is 
prepared to describe some of the plant requirements of that organiza- 
tion. Could they be heard after lunch, after the recess ? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota, We are behind now on what 
we have lined up here. Isit necessary that he come on? 

Mr. Autp. Well, at the pleasure of the committee. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Does he have a prepared 
statement ? 

Mr. Avutp. Yes; he does. It will take 10 minutes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I would suggest, unless the 
committee desires otherwise, that we might insert his statement in the 
record, unless you think there is some particular point that is impor- 
tant to be covered. 

Mr. Autp. Well, it’s hard for me to say, sir. 

Representative Harris. Mr. Chairman, it appears to me that the 
sieaniboaet requirements are a very important part of this as far as the 
service to the public is concerned. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Representative Harris. Since it is only a very short time, I would 
like to hear an explanation of it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. When we reconvene he will 
be the first witness. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Now, you have on here next 
the discussion of the sanitary sewer works by Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Avutp. I would urge, Judge, at that time—— 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We want to follow with that, 
which is certainly very important. We will hear the aqueduct repre- 
sentative, and then follow with Mr. Auld’s statement. 

Mr. AULD. I would also like to have one or two other very brief 
statements in connection with the sewer fund, within our total allotted 
time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Mr. Avuup. At your pleasure, sir. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I would suggest we recess at 
2, if we 


this time, and let’s try to get back here about a quarter to 


can, and start again at a quarter till 2. 
The committee is in recess. 
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The following additional information was submitted by Mr. 


Auld :) 


WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT, WASHINGTON DISTRICT, CoRPS OF 
STATES ARMY 
Sale of water to Arlington County, Va. 











p T . P Total 
—— opula- otal pay- he million 
Fiscal year tion ments : gallon 
per year 
1933 akin 33, 800 $16, 735. 19 $55. 00 30-4 
1934 boeid suds aan 36, 900 18, 084. 88 50. 00 354 
1935 a 7 7 40, 000 19, 950. 85 50. 00 399 
193¢ Sa : J 43, 100 , 5O. 00 546 
19 ; aii . a dil 46, 900 50. 00 704 
1938 - 50, 000 50. 00 784 
eee . west 53, 200 50. 00 956 
194 a ‘ 57,040 50. 00 1, 131 
1941 secsnecss 64, 800 50. 00 1, 518 
1942 - 72, 600 0). 00 1, 705 
1943 ere apcqungpasse 80, 400 0. 00 2, 137 
WOA6.. nk vbdins ci hcedenviée 88, 200 50. 00 2, 5R5 
1945... ae — 96, 000 127, 136. 00 50. 00 2, 543 
1946_.._- abs 103, 800 144, 675. 95 50. 00 2, 804 
1947 heal a 111, 600 50. 00 3, 181 
1948 - 119, 400 50. 00 3, 486 
1949 ‘ 27, 200 50. 00 3, 855 
1950 135, 000 205, 394. 55 50. 00 4, 108 
1951..... edmuces ‘ 150, 000 228, 898. 60 50. 00 4, 578 
952 aban on 150, 000 332, 896. 91 (@) 5, 27 
Weeicbskutscmus ele | 150, 000 426, 127. 58 (3) 5, 585 
1954 Guede csebeteaenens dane be si Se 
Seiaditeneteies “ 
WE. .nchnthcbbdberecscudacothhdetdedatecdpeonieend 


New rates: From 3d high, $73.70 per million gallons. 


ENGINEERS, 


Average 
million 
gallons 


per day 


a er 
2 ~I = = 
oreo % o 


Cr me 
oo 


2 New rates: From Arlington meter, $124.50 for 1st million gallons; balance, $120.32 


Sale of water to Arlington County, Va. 


Through | 








Arlington | | 
From dale i | : 
” 3d high, | ,meter | Total | Billed for 34 
Fisea] year syne from ist | million ; 
million | higt lions | high 
allons igh, gallons 
8 } million | | 
| gallons | 
deine la im | oa —s 
| | 
1952—Ist half !__......... 2, 512. 68 253.871 | 2,771.551 | $125, 634. 00 
ee a 2, 290. 43 | 212. 022 | 2, 502, 452 168, 804. 69 
1953—Ist half. ......-..- 2, 820. 34 184, 467 3, 004. 807 207, 859. 06 
——— 2,454.46 | 126.092 | 2,580.552 | 180, 893. 70 
1954—Ist half. .......... 2, 781.75 | 222.871 | 3,004. 621 205, 014. 98 


Old rate of $50 per million gallons. 
New rates in effect Dec. 1, 1951. 


Billed for 
ist high 


$12, 943. 55 
25, 514. 67 
22, 199. 25 
15, 175. 57 


26, 820. 02 


UNITED 


Total 


$138, 577. 55 
194, 319. 36 
230, 058. 31 
196, 069. 27 
231, 845. 00 


$73.70 per million gallons from 3d high at Dalecarlia. Represents wholesale rate for water drawn directly 


from Washington Aqueduct. 


$124.50 for 1st million gallons from Ist high through Arlington meter. Represents retail rate for water 


drawn after passing through District of Columbia distribution system. 
$120.32 per million gallons for balance from Ist high through Arlington meter 
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Summary of water consumption outside of the District of Columbia, throu: 
federally owned water mains from District of Columbia water system 





Consumer Aver ge gal-| Total gallo 
ions per day | lor year 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission from federally owned water 
} . ; = 74, 42 7, 164, ( 
lington County from federally owned water mains 830, 2 3, 034, OOK 
a buildings in Virginia 44] 161, 028 
Pentagon, Fort Myer, Office of Chief of Engineers, and National Airport 2, 399, 223 875, 71¢ 


~~ 1] to Government in Virginia from District of Columbia system at Key 
sridge : 


2. 840, 398 1, ¢ 4 
rotal to Government (Andrews Air Force Base) from District of Colurnbia 
ystem at Anacostia 819, 504 299.118 
Total to Government outside District of Columbia from District of 
Columbia system 3. 659, 902 1. 335, 863. 900 


Water furnished to Virginia area during fiscal year 1958 through 30- and 16-inch 
mains across Key Bridge 





Consumer Average a] lotal gallons 
ms pe ay fc 
' 
addin t 
Through 30-inch main (metered xe . 052, 959 { 0. O”™M I 
Through 16-inch main (metered | 617, 668 295, 449, 000 : 
Total to Virginia 3, 670, 627 1, 339, 779, OO 
Submeters | 
Navy Quarters K 122, 004 | 44, 531, 460 
Navy, FOB No. 2 188, 527 | 68, 812, 255 
Navy, Henderson Hall 87, 400 | 1. 901. OO 
Navy, Yards and Docks a ble 17, 076 | 6,2 ( 
Do a 26, 168 9. F 
Arlington County 830, 230 { 
Remainder of metered consumption not submetered used by | | 
Pentagon Bldg . A | 
Fort Myer | 
South post... » | , I — . 
. | 2, 399, 223 5, 716, 22 
North post o i — nes | S10, (10, 22 
Bldg. T-7 0. C. E ; nib cepeindaul | 
National Airport. = aoseud 
| | 








Water furnished to Maryland area during fiscal year 1953 through 16-inch main 
to Andrews Air Force Base 








| } 
| n 
Consumer Average gal-| Total gallons 
lons per day | for year 
Total on 16-inch main (metered) -._.. "os a | 893, 926 326, 282, 900 
Suitland pumps, W. 8. 8. C. (submetered) - | 74, 422 | 27, 164, 000 
Net to Andrews Air Force Base- _. 819, 504 299, 118, 900 
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rhereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
:45 p. m., of the same day. ) 


i 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(At the expiration of the luncheon recess, the subcommittees recon- 
: vened at 1:45 p. m.) 
0 Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will come to 
order. 
The other members of the subcommittee will be in shortly, and we 
\ will proceed at this time. Mr. Auld, I think you were on the stand. 
o Ey Mr. Autp. I believe, Mr. Chairman, it was the understanding before 
we went to lunch that you would give a few minutes to the Washington 
0 aqueduct. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Following your testimony ? 
Mr. Auxp. Yes, sir. 
t Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And you wanted to proceed 
with the sanitary sewer situation. 
Mr. Auxp. I had hoped in connection with the sewer to ask another 
witness to describe the needs of the system. 
- I will ask Mr. Roy L. Orndorff, Superintendent of the Office of 
— Planning, Design and Engineering of the Department of Sanitary 
Engineering, to present that picture. 
) Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You may proceed with you 
) statement, Mr. Orndorff. 
Mr. Ornvorrr. I have a book here. 
= Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you desire that to be 
y | made a part of the record? 
Mr. Ornporrr. Yes, sir. It may be made a part of the record. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 
(Book, entitled, Department of Sanitary Engineering 10-Year Pro- 
gram, 1955-64, Capital Outlay Annual Appropriations, Sanitary 
Sewer System, is as follows:) 
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SANITARY SEWER PROGRAM 


The sanitary sewer system of the District consists of service sewers, trunks, 
interceptors, pumping stations, outfalls, and sewage-treatment plant, the major 
elements of which are shown on the attached map. The function of this system 
is to collect waterborne wastes from individual premises and transport, treat, 
and dispose of it to such degree and in such manner as is necessary for protec- 
tion of public health. The sewers in the sanitary sewer system may be of either 
of two types—combined system and separate system, depending upon the method 
chosen to separate the dry weather and stormwater flows. The older sections, 
representing possibly one-quarter of the area of the District and its most in- 
tensely developed portion, are served by the combined system. In this method, 
sanitary and stormflows are collected in the same conduits and transported to 
the nearest open stream valley where sanitary flow is diverted into intercepting 
sewers for transmission to the treatment plant while stormflow, with minor 
quantities of sanitary flow included, is discharged directly into the stream. In 
the separate system areas, which comprise the major portion of the District, 
sanitary flows are kept separate from stormflows from the point of origin 
throughout the collecting and transmission systems. 

The sanitary sewer works contemplated by this program fall into several 
rather well-defined categories : 

1. The program provides a reasonable amount each year for extension of sewers 
to serve further development of the remaining vacant land in the District. 

2. There are included relatively minor amounts annually for adjustment, 
relocation, and replacement of sanitary sewers in advance of and in coordination 
with highway-paving projects. 

3. Similarly, moderate amounts are provided annually for miscellaneous relief 
and replacement projects which we know from experience will be necessary but 
which are not predictable as to specific location or as to particular year. 

4. Relatively large amounts, totaling in all $8 million, are provided for com- 
pletion of secondary treatment facilities at the sewage-treatment plant. 

5. The balance, then, representing slightly less than one-half of the program 
total, is required for enlargement of capacity or rehabilitation of principal trunk 
sewers, interceptors, and outfall sewers. Also, there is some work represented 
in this category for construction or reconstruction of sanitary sewers in order 
to permit installation of storm sewers proposed in another section of the public- 
works program. 

The program as submitted consists of projects, many of which are sorely 
needed now and some others which are expected to become critical within the 
period of the program. Insofar as the schedule by years is concerned, it is our 
intention to use the program schedule as a base but to review each year the 
evidence then available and reassign priorities based on conditions which will 
have developed. 

The need for increased capacity in the principal elements of the sanitary 
system stems from the circumstances and thinking under which the system was 
first provided. The system of trunk sewers, interceptors, and pumping stations 
originated from a study which was made in 1890 by a board of three of the out- 
standing sanitary engineers of that time. The accuracy of the predictions which 
they made and the effectiveness of the plan which they laid down have proven 
the remarkable foresight of that board. However, the board’s plans were 
designed for a total population in the District of 500,000 and not for the 1 million, 
more or less, which the system now serves. In establishing the population to be 
served at 500,000, the 1890 board said specifically : It is more economic to build 
supplemental works when that populatoin is exceeded than to expend large sums 
at present to increase the size and extent of the facility beyond the requirements 
of the above population. 

Thus, the plan under which the system was constructed expressly provided for 
extensive supplemental works beginning at the date when the population exceeded 
500,000. Since this population was reached in 1931, the anticipated supplemental 
works are now more than 20 years overdue. As previously indicated, the system 
is now serving a population which is double that for which it was designed. 

In addition to this general factor, which may be considered obsolescence or 
outgrowth, it must be understood that the actual designs of the elements of the 
system, based on the plan just described, having been made 50 to 60 years ago, 
did not anticipate population densities which are now found in large areas of 
the District. Also, there have been changes in living habits and in housing which 
have tended to greatly increase the inclination and opportunity to use water 
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which in turn must be handled as sanitary sewage. Better understanding and 
appreciation of public health aspects have brought about changes in thinking 
with regard to discharging sewage into streams. 

As an example of the effect of the type of deficiency with which we are 
concerned in the sanitary sewer system, we might mention the East Side inter- 
ceptor which receives all of the sanitary flow from a very large area of the 
northeast and northwest sections. For some years this sewer has been subjected 
to flows in excess of its designed capacity and in addition has suffered structura 
deterioration from chemical content of the sewage. One failure of considerable 
length of this interceptor, where a section in the grounds of the National 
Arboretum is constructed without cover, was caused by internal pressure destroy 
ing the arch or upper half of the sewer. Similar rupture or collapse at other 
locations along the line of the sewer might have extremely serious results in 
property damage and public health hazards. 

Another illustration is the case of the Anacostia main interceptor which 
follows along the east bank of the Anacostia River and picks up sanitary flow 
from all of the area east of and draining to that river from about the South 
Capitol Street Bridge northward to the District line. This interceptor was con 
structed 40 years ago and, although it was designed to serve that territory’s 
ultimate needs, we now find that, on account of the spectacular population growth 
in the Anacostia section in the past 15 years. present flows are reaching the 
designed capacity, and that flows resulting from further development of the 
area will require almost double the capacity of the present sewer. 

In summary, the sanitary sewer program as recommended is needed primarily 
to overcome accumulated obsolescence and to bring an 1890 system into line 
with 1954 and 1964 demands. 


8. Arizona Avenue, $309,000 

(Area between Wisconsin Avenue and Foxhall Road, Potomac River and 
Nebraska Avenue). 

This area is now served by a combined sewer system, that is, both sanitary 
and storm water are carried in one common sewer. Due to increased develop- 
ment in the area, the flow reaching the trunk sewer and several of its lateral 
lines is greater than these sewers can handle. To correct this condition, it will 
be necessary to divorce at least part of the system and provide greater capacity 
for both sanitary and storm-water flows. 

Major project: Twelve thousands six hundred feet of 36-inch- and 30-inch- 
diameter sewer in Glover-Archbold Parkway (formerly Arizona Avenue) between 
Canal Road and Newark Street extended. 


4. Falls Branch, $918,000 

(American University Park area, vicinity of Massachusetts Avenue and 46th 
Street NW.). 

This area is served by a separate system sewer, the main line of which has 
been severely overcharged for many years along the thread of the drainage 
valley. With the population increase of recent years, the capacity of this sewer 
must be greatly increased if any semblance of normal service is to be maintained. 

Major projects: Three thousand six hundred feet of 36-inch-diameter sewer 
in a right-of-way west of 49th Street and Massachusetts Avenue to Dalecarlia 
Reservation: 5,550 feet of 24-inch-diameter sewer, 6,900 feet of 21-inch-diameter 
sewer, in 49th Street, Alton Place, 48th Street, Brandywine Street, 46th Street, 
Chesapeake Street, and 44th Street, all between Massachusetts Avenue and 
Reservoir Road. 


6. Connecticut Avenue (Cleveland Park), $443,000 

(Large area centered on Connecticut Avenue and extending from Naval Observ- 
atory to Ellicott Street.) 

One of the principal drainage areas in this zone is served by a separate system 
sewer, the main line of which has been severely overcharged for many years 
along the thread of the drainage valley With the population increase of recent 
years, the capacity of this sewer must be greatly increased if any semblance of 
normal service is to be maintained. The western section of this area has been 
more intensely built up than could normally have been anticipated, especially 
along Connecticut Avenue where large apartments and commercial establish- 
ments have taken over almost completely with attendant population density 
increase and greater sewer use. 

Major projects: 7,600 feet of 36-inch and 800 feet of 30-inch-diameter sewer 
in Broad Branch Road, between Beach Drive in Rock Creek Park and Nevada 
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Avenue, and in Nevada Avenue, between Broad Branch Road and Legation 
Street ; 1,300 feet of 24 inch and 1,200 feet of 18-inch-diameter sewer in Lega- 
tion Street, between Nevada Avenue and Reno Road. 


10. Luzon Avenue, $29,000 

(Vicinity of Army Medical Center, 16th Street and Alaska Avenue NW.) 

The work in this area invokes relocation of an existing sanitary sewer to 
permit construction of a proposed storm-water sewer in Military Road at 14th 
Street. This existing sewer is shallow and follows the irregular line of the 
original old country roadway within the concerned limits 

Major project: 900 feet of 15-inch and 100 feet of 10-inch-diameter sewer in 
Missouri Avenue at 14th Street. 

3. Michigan Avenue Valley, $149,000 

(In Northeast section along Michigan Avenue between Soldiers’ Home and 
District line.) 

This area is served by separate system storm water and sanitary sewers 
Major revisions and additions are required in the existing storm-water system 
which has proved entirely inadequate to handle the increased runoffs induced 
by modern development. To permit construction of the necessary storm-water 
facilities requires the construction and/or replacement of existing sanitary out- 
lets to provide physical space for the proposed storm-water sewers. 

Major projects: 3,600 feet of 10-inch-diameter sewer in Varnum Street, between 
Eastern Avenue and Michigan Avenue; 6,000 feet of 10-inch-diameter sewer in 
2°d Street, between Varnum and Newton Streets. 

25. Polk Street, $176,000 

(In far Northeast section, vicinity of Kenilworth Avenue and District line.) 

This area is served by separate system sanitary and storm-water sewers. The 
major portion of this area is entirely without storm-water sewer service. It is 
necessary to construct a main trunk storm-water sewer from the Anacostia Rive) 
to the vicinity of 50th and Nash Streets involving the acquisition of rights-of-way 
and the construction of a tunnel section under the Pennsylvania and Baltimore & 
Ohio Railroads. 

Some of this work will have to be done in advance of the Kenilworth Avenue 
Freeway development. The construction of the trunk storm-water sewer will 
require the relocation of a considerable portion of the existing sanitary sewer in 
Ord Street and Kenilworth Avenue, between Anacostia Park and Polk Street. 

Major projects: 1,600 feet of 18-inch, 2,900 feet of 10-inch-diameter sewers in 
Ord Street, between Anacostia Park and Kenilworth Avenue: in Kenilworth 
Avenue, between Ord Street and right-of-way south of Polk Street, and in said 
right-of-way between Kenilworth Avenue and Minnesota Avenue. 


26. Watts Branch, $660,000 


(In far Northeast section along Deane Avenue and between Anacostia River 
and northeast corner of District.) 

This area contains one of the largest streams in the city which is scheduled for 
control by major dredging and concrete lining of the bottom and banks. To 
accomplish this dredging, it will be necessary that new sanitary trunklines be 
constructed on each side of the stream from Kenilworth Avenue to the District 
line. These new trunks will permit gravity drainage of all sanitary sewage in 
the area without the construction of siphon crossings of the stream. The exist- 
ing sanitary system is presently overcharged so that the new trunklines are 
highly desirable even without the dredging operations. 

Major projects: 1,700 feet of 5-foot-diameter sewer in Kenilworth Terrace and 
Foote Street, between the upper Anacostia Main Pumping Station and Watts 
Branch; 1,600 feet 33-inch, 4,500 feet 30-inch, 4,300 feet 27-inch, 1,900 feet 
24-inch-diameter sewer on the south side of Watts Branch Stream, between 
Kenilworth Avenue and Southern Avenue; 2,500 feet of 33-inch and 8,700 feet of 
30-inch-diameter sewer on the north side of Watts Branch, between Kenilworth 
Avenue and Southern Avenue. 


27. Piney Run, $48,000 


(Vicinity of Minnsota Avenne and Benning Road NE.) 

This area is served by separate system sanitary and storm-water. sewers 
The phenomenal increase of population in this area in recent years, which has 
been mainly due to construction of hundred of row houses and small flats, 
has made several of the existing sanitary sewers entirely inadequate to provide 
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proper service. A considerable portion of this area is still either undeveloped 
or unsewered. This underdeveloped area is now rapidly decreasing with the 
attendant increase of sewer use and increase of overcharging on the main 
trunklines. 

Major project: 2,400 feet of 24-inch diameter sewer in United States Reserva- 
tion 6538, between 41st Street at Clay Place and 42d and Blaine Streets; in Blaine 
Street, between 42d Street and Benning Road, and in Benning Road, between 
Blaine and East Capitol Streets. 

81. Oxon Run, $1,000,000 

(Strip area along extreme southeast boundary of District.) 

This area is served by separate system sanitary and storm-water sewers. 
During recent years a large portion of this area, which was open country, has 
been subjected to intense housing developments by either row houses or apart- 
ment buildings. As a consequence, the existing sanitary interceptor in this 
valley is now operating at its peak capacity and further development in the 
District will require the construction of an additional interceptor. A portion 
of this interceptor to be known as the lower Oxon Run interceptor is necessary 
to provide sanitary facilities for the Home for the Aged and Infirm and the 
Industrial Home School at Blue Plains, D. C., all of which now discharge raw 
sewage into the Potomac River. 

Major project: 2,300 feet of 4-foot diameter sewer. Lower Oxon Run inter- 
ceptor, between Home for the Aged and Infirm and the sewage disposal plant. 
10,000 feet of 4-foot and 10,000 feet of 3-foot 6-inch diameter sewer in Oxon Run 
Valley, between the lower Oxon Run interceptor and Southern Avenue at 
approximately 21st Street SE. 

Interceptors (82, 38, 34, 35, and 36) 

In 1889, under authority granted by Congress, President Harrison appointed a 
board of outstanding sanitary engineers to study and report on the then existing 
sewer system. This Board, consisting of Messrs. Hering, Gray, and Stearns, 
made an exhaustive examination of the existing system together with the then 
present and future needs of the community. The results of this study, published 
n Executive Document No. 445, House of Representatives, 51st Congress, 1st 
session, Were submitted to the President in 1890 together with recommendations 
for correcting and developing the sewerage facilities. These recommendations 
included construction of interceptor sewers, a pumping station and outfall 
sewers so that all undiluted sanitary sewage would be discharged into the 
Potomac River below the city. This report and recommendations, which must 
be considered as remarkable for its thoroughness and accuracy, became the 
basis for all future extensions of the system. Practically every suggestion 
contained in it has been carried out with small deviation and little has been 
done, except for addition of the sewage treatment plant, that was not foreseen 
by its authors. However, in their planning Messrs, Hering, Gray, and Stearns 
were forced to take a realistic view of what could be done rather than what 
should be done. To have completely scrapped the relatively large system of 
sewers then in existence would have entailed a tremendous expense. Similarly, 
they, perforce, planned for a definite sized future population since it would be eco- 
nomically impracticable to provide for an unlimited growth. 

As a result of recommendations made by this Board of Sanitary Engineers, a 
system of interceptor sewers paralleling Rock Creek, the Potomac and Anacostia 
Rivers were constructed during the early part of this century. Those inter- 
ceptors were designed to carry off all sanitary dry weather flow which had 
previously reached these streams and discharge it at a point sufficiently removed 
from the city to prevent its return by tidal action. While the basis of design 
of these sewers was sound, it was predicated on a population of 500,000 and 
did not provide for the inclusion of drainage from nearby Maryland, brought 
about by the agreement of 1916. Since the population served by sewers has now 
passed well over the million mark, many of these main interceptors are under- 
sized for present and future purposes and must be relieved by the construction 
of supplemental lines. Further, due to the fact that they carry undiluted sanitary 
flows, they are subject to more rapid physical deterioration than those sewers 
which carry storm water or diluted combined system flows. 

In the cases of the upper Potomac, Rock Creek, and Anacostia main inter- 
ceptors, these sewers are now carrying a capacity load and are incapable of 
caring for the additional flows which will reach them in the immediate future. 
The East Side interceptor not only is overcharged, but is in bad physical condi- 
tion and several sections must be replaced at the earliest possible time. 
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MAJOR PROJECTS 


$2. Upper Potomac interceptor, $2,000,000 

13,400 feet of 5 feet 6 inches to 4 feet 9 inches diameter sewer, supplemental 
line parallel to existing interceptor through Georgetown and westward to the 
District line northwest. 


88. Rock Creek Interceptor, $700,000 


5,000 feet of six-feet-six-inch-diameter sewer in Rock Creek Park, between 
P Street and Massachusetts Avenue NW. 


34. Bast Side interceptor, $1,250,000 


7,000 feet of 6-inch-diameter sewer in Anacostia Park and National Arbore- 
tum, between Benning Boad and Bladensburg Road at V Street NE. 
85. Anacostia main interceptor, $1,500,000 

11,000 feet of 5-feet-6-inch-diameter sewer and 9,000 feet of 5-feet-diameter 
sewer along east side of Anacostia Park, between Anacostia main pumping sta- 
tion at Howard Road and South Capitol Street SE., and Anacostia Avenue at 
Douglas Street NE. 


86. Outfall, including syphon, $8,000,000 


All sewage arising north and west of the Anacostia River is pumped through 
twin syphons under the river to an outfall sewer which carries it to the treat- 
ment plant at Blue Plains. 

In 19389 a second supplemental outfall sewer was constructed between Blue 
Plains and the Poplar Point pumping stations at Howard Road and South 
Capitol Street. The greatly increased amount of sewage which is now being 
pumped from the main station at Ist and O Streets SE., under the river requires 
the installation of a third syphon and the extension of the supplemental outfall 
sewer from its present terminus to the north bank of the Anacostia River. 
This work will materially reduce the annual cost of pumping and serve for 
future expansion of the collecting system. 


87. Sewage treatment plant, $8,000,000 


Since World War II, the District plant at Blue Plains has been enlarged to 
increase its capacity as a primary treatment plant. The next step, that of 
providing secondary treatment, has already been authorized by the Congress. 
In accord with this authorization, construction plans have been partially com- 
pleted and initial appropriations of $2.3 million have been made, through the 
1954 fiscal year. For the completion of this project at present cost levels $8 
million will be required through the fiscal years 1955 through 1959. The 
planned facilities will provide for an expected population of 1,500,000 which is 
anticipated to be tributary to the system in 1980. The effectiveness of sewage 
treatment will be increased from the 33 percent characteristic of existing primary 
treatment to 75 percent or more which is expected of the planned secondary 
treatment. 


88. Service sewers, $4,680,000 

(Various locations in District of Columbia) 

Service sewers to provide sanitary service to private property are extended 
by the District on the assessment system. The amount of undeveloped and 
unsewered land remaining in the District is sufficient to require an annual expen- 
diture in excess of $400,000 per year during the life of the program. 

The provision of such sewers is, of course, essential from the viewpoint of 
property owners and developers in order that vacant land may be put to profitable 
use. From the standpoint of the District, such sewer extensions are also very 
desirable in that the tax base is improved, relatively low-value vacant land is 
converted to improved property. A further need for this item of funds arises 
from public health considerations in that there are in certain sections houses 
which are now without sewer service. As conditions which have previously 
precluded sewer extensions improve, it is in the interest of the public health as 
well as the well-being of the local residents that such sewers be provided. 

The major porttion of the funds contemplated in this item will be utilized in 
constructing 10-inch diameter sewers in lengths of one or more blocks per 
project. 
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89. Advance of paving, $800,000 


(Various locations throughout the District of Columbia) 

This item provides for the construction of sanitary sewers to be installed 
in advance of highway and street improvements not yet listed. 

For many years it has been the practice to coordinate our work with that of 
the Department of Highways and construct sewers prior to the paving of streets. 
This procedure is highly desirable since it eliminates the necessity of cutting 
pavements, once they are laid, and prevents interference with the heavy traffic 
on major arterial highways. In addition, the cost of sewer construction is kept 
at a minimum since the need for restoring pavement cuts is obviated. 

While the listed items in this program will care for expected major sanitary 
sewer installations in advance of paving, it has been our experience that many 
minor extensions are also required. To care for these, request is made for the 
sum indicated above. 

40. Miscellaneous relief and replacement sewers, $2,192,000 


(Various locations in the District of Columbia.) 

In addition to the type of major projects which are specifically anticipated 
and provided for under the preceding items, it must be recognized that, in a 
system comprised of some 1,500 miles of sewers of ages up to and exceeding 
100 years, there will develop minor or local failures and deficiencies which must 
be provided for annually. Such failures may be spectacular in that they cause 
eave-ins of streets with attendant hazards to other utility structures and to 
abutting buildings, or they may become manifest in flooding or backing up of 
sewage upstream from the defect. In any event, the means must be available 
to make repairs and restore service and, since the failures are not specifically 
predictable, it is necessary to lump them as a category under this item. 

Mr. Ornvorrr. I have separate copies of a schedule of appropria 
tions, which is included in this document, so it need not go in 
separately, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You may proceed, either 
orally, or from your statement, whichever you want to do, Mr. 


Orndorft. 


STATEMENT OF ROY L. ORNDORFF, SUPERINTENDENT, OFFICE OF 
PLANNING DESIGN AND ENGINEERING, DEPARTMENT OF 
SANITARY ENGINEERING 


Mr. Ornvorrr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the joint commit- 
tees, the sanitary sewer system of the District consists of service sew- 
ers, trunks, interceptors, pumping stations, outfalls, and sewage- 
treatment plant, the major elements of which are shown 
diagramatically on the map which is now before us. The function of 
this system is to collect waterborne wastes from individual premises 
and transport, treat, and dispose of them to such degree and in such 
manner as is necessary for protection of the public health. 

The sanitary sewer program as recommended is needed primarily to 
overcome accumulated obsolescence and to bring an 1890 system into 
line with 1954 and 1964 demands. 

In order to expand on that statement, it is necessary to examine 
some of the history of the system. In the year 1890, President Benja- 
min Harrison, under authority of an Act of Congress, appointed a 
board of three of the most outstanding sanitary engineers of that time 
to study the District’s sewer problems and to recommend a comprehen- 
sive plan of sewerage to accommodate the expected growth of the city. 
The accuracy of the predictions which that Board made and the effee- 
tiveness of the plan which they laid down have proven the remarkable 
foresight of the members. 
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However, for practical reasons, the Board’s plans were designed for 
a total population in the District of 500,000 and not for the 900,000, 
more or less, which the system now serves. In deliberately establish- 
ing the population to be served at 500,000, the 1890 Board said specifi- 
cally: “It is more economic to build supplemental works when that 
population is exceeded than to expend large sums at present to increase 
the size and extent of the facility beyond the requirements of the above 
population.” 

Thus, the plan under which the system was constructed expressly 

provided for extensive supplemental works beginning at the date when 
the population exceeded 500,000. Since this population was passed in 
1931, the anticipated supplemental works are now more than 20 years 
= overdue. As already mentioned, the system is now serving a popula- 
= tion which is almost double that for which it was designed, 
: In addition to this intentional limitation on population to be served, 
there are other factors tending to outmode the excellent 1890 designs. 
The plans did not anticipate the population densities which are now 
found in large areas of the District, such as Anacostia. Also, with the 
improvement in the American standard of living, there have been 
changes in living habits and in housing which have tended to greatly 
increase the inclination and opportunity to use water which is, of 
course, reflected in the quantity of sewage to be handled. Better un- 
derstanding and appreciation of public health aspects have brought 
about changes in thinking with regard to discharging sewage into 
streams. 

In order to plan for reasonable progress in enlarging the capacity of 
these older elements of the system during the next 10 years, we have 
recommended projects which account for about one-third of the 
amount of the sanitary sewer program. 

Leaving now the 1890 model sewers, there are other needs for which 
construction funds must be provided in the 10-year period. 

1. Relatively large amounts, totaling in all $8 million, are provided 
for completion of secondary treatment facilities at the sewage-treat- 
ment plant. Mr. Fuhrman will describe this project in his discussion. 

2. The program provides a reasonable amount each year for ex- 
tention of sewers to serve further development of the remaining vacant 
land in the District. 

3. There are included relatively minor amounts annually for ad- 
justment, relocation, and replacement of sanitary sewers in advance 
of and in coordination with highway-paving projects. 

4. Similarly, moderate amounts are provided annually for mis- 
cellaneous relief and replacement projects which we know from ex- 
perience will be necessary but which are not predictable as to specific 
location nor as to particular year. 

5. There is some provision for construction or reconstruction of 
sanitary sewers in order to permit installation of storm sewers pro- 
peers in another section of the public works program, which Mr. 

?ress will discuss. 

These, then are the general categories of work in the program. 

As an example of the type of deficiency with which we are con- 
cerned in the sanitary sewer system, we might mention the east side 
interceptor which receives all of the sanitary flow from a very large 
area of the northeast and northwest sections of the city. For some 
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years this sewer has been subjected to flows in excess of its designed 
capacity and in addition has suffered structural deterioration from 
chemical content of the sewage. One failure of considerable length 
of this interceptor, where a section in the grounds of the National 
Arboretum is constructed without cover, was caused by internal pres- 
sure destroying the arch or upper half of the sewer. Similar rupture 
or collapse at other locations along the line of the sewer might have 
extremely serious results in property damage and public health 
hazards. 

Another illustration is the case of the Anacostia main interceptor 
which follows along the east bank of the Anacostia River and picks 
up sanitary flow from all of the area east of and draining to that 
river from about the South Capital Street Bridge northward to the 
District line. 

This interceptor was constructed 40 years ago and, although it was 
designed to serve that territory’s ultimate needs, we now find that, 
on account of the spectacular population growth in the Anacostia 
section in the past 15 years, present flows are reaching the designed 
capacity, and flows resulting from further development of the area 
will require almost double the capacity of the present sewer. 

The program as submitted consists of projects, many of which 
are badly needed now and some others which are expected to become 
critical within the peroid of the program. Insofar as the schedule 
by years is concerned, as General Prentiss has said, it is our inten- 
tion to use the program schedule as a base, but to review each year 
the evidence then available and to reassign priorities based on con- 
ditions which will have developed. 

That, in brief, is the sanitary sewer system program. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What do you estimate the 
cost of your program over this 10-year period will be? 

Mr. Ornporrr. $27,854,000. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What about your cost of 
construction? Do you assess the property owner any portion of the 
cost of the installation of the sewer? 

Mr. Ornoorrr. Yes, sir; for the service sewer which receives the 
sanitary sewage, the property is assessed in the same manner as water 
service. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is that the actual cost of it? 

Mr. Ornvorrr. No, sir. There again, as Mr. Auld mentioned this 
morning, historically the objective was to recover about one-half of 
the cost. In modern times we have fallen behind that. In other 
words, we have not kept up with the increased cost of construction. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have you made any adjust- 
ments ? 

Mr. Ornvorrr. We propose, under this bill, to adjust the rate from 
the present $1.90 to $4. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Slightly higher than your 
water main construction ? 

Mr. Ornvorrr. Yes; $3 for water and $4 for sewer. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You have not touched on 
these additional charges that are to be based on the water consump- 
tion of the individual owner. 

Mr. Ornvorrr. Mr. Auld will cover that. 




















PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 83 

































ed Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We would like to have that 
rom information. Are there any other questions, Mr. Allen? 
gth Representative Aten of California. Mr. Orndorff, have the plans 
nal been developed with the aid of experts from outside of Washington, or 
"es- are they developed completely within your own organization ? 
ure 7 Mr. Ornvorrr. Generally, in the last 20 years, there has been little 
ive [i help, except on the sewage treatment plant, from the outside. I 


Ith [ should not say 20 years, because in the late 1930’s we had consultant 
advice on some system plans. 


or i Representative Atten of California. Has the disposal plant been 
ks JB the subject of consultation ? 
at ‘i Mr. Ornvorrr. Yes, sir. 
le Representative ALLEN of California. What type of basis did you use 
> for the estimated costs? I am now curious to know how accurate 
is [i wecan expect them to be, or how much of an estimate is involved that 
t, [i might give a percentage of error. 
a ie Mr. Ornvorrr. Are you speaking of the treatment plant? 
i Representative ALLEN of California. The whole $27 million proj- 
d 4 ect. 
% Mr. Ornvorrr. We have estimated, as our other estimates in the 


a2 
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program are, primarily on the basis of present costs. ' 

Representative AtLEN of California. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Judge Smith, do you have 
any questions ? 

Laeceietre Smiru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Harris? 

Representative Harris. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mr. 
' Orndorff. 

a Who is your next witness, Mr. Auld? 

Mr. Aub. I would like to introduce Mr. Ralph E. Fuhrman, the 
Deputy Director of Sanitary Engineering, who will discuss the sewage 
treatment plant development. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH E, FUHRMAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, 
DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY ENGINEERING 


Mr. Funrman. These remarks are confined to the largest single 
item on the list Mr. Orndorff placed before you. 

The sewage treatment plant item of $8 million is for the completion 
of the plant to give primary and secondary treatment of sanitary sew- 
age of all the Washington metropolitan area served north and east of 
the Potomac River. By removal of organic matter from the sanitary 
sewage reaching the plant the pollution reaching the river is greatly 
reduced. The effect of treatment is to destroy the large numbers of 
bacteria as well as their food supply naturally present in sewage, with 
greater reductions accompanying greater pollution removals. In this 
way, the health hazards associated with any sewage discharge are 
reduced and the opportunity for disease transmission is diminished. 

The Potomac River pollution problem must be considered on the 
basis of the whole metropolitan area. The ability of the river to 
assimilate pollution is measured by low flow and high temperature 
conditions which occur during the summer and fall seasons. At 





RT 


84 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Washington, the river can assimilate the raw sewage load of about 
500,000 persons without causing a nuisance. This resource of the 
river must be shared equitably by the various jurisdictions discharg- 
ing sewage in the area and in proportion to their respective popula- 
tions. As the population of the metropolitan area grows, the river 
automatically imposes the requirement of a higher degree of sewage 
treatment upon the communities of the area. 

The chart shows the distribution of pollution as contributed by the 
various communities from an engineer’s report of January 1952. 
From this chart, it may be seen readily that the problem of pollution 
reduction is largely the District’s. 

The graph shows the local water pollution problem in its relation to 
local political jurisdictions. While the aim of the overall effort is 
common cleaning up the Potomac in the local area, its execution de- 
pends on the District for this side of the river and various Virginia 
authorities for the other side. All Virginia jurisdictions have taken 
positive measures, with some additional treatment facilities already 
completed and in operation. As indicated by the chart, the problem 
will be well on its way toward solution if the District program materi- 
alizes as planned in 1960. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are you now discharging raw 
sewage into the Potomac River ? 

Mr. Funrman. The District of Columbia discharges very small 
quantities, a very small percentage because of the inability of certain 
sewers to carry the required capacity. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In other words, most of the 
sewage flows through the sewage plant? 

Mr. Funrman. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have one or more 
treatment plants? 

Mr. Funrman. We have one sewage-treatment plant. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is that adequate or inade- 
quate at the present time? 

Mr. Funrman. The part that is there is adequate for primary treat- 
ment, but the present needs of the river are for secondary treatment, 
and it is for that construction that this money is placed in the 
appropriation. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. What is the difference between 
primary and secondary treatment ? 

Mr. Funrman. Primary treatment removes about one-third of the 
pollution of the material, and secondary treatment removes 75 percent 
or more. Those are semitechnical terms, but I think they are about 
the only way to express it. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Are they two separate treat- 
ments? 

Mr. Funrman. Two separate steps within the same plant. 

The chart on the left here indicates the metropolitan area problem 
at a glance with the various Virginia jurisdictions contributing sew- 
age, as indicated by percentages; for example, Arlington County, 
Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church, and from the left side of the 
chart, or the right side of the river, and the other side is the discharge 
from this side of the river, the District of Columbia and Maryland. 
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As indicated by the width of the bar, this side of the river is re- 
sponsible for about three-fourths of the pollution. 

Representative Smrrx of Virginia. Then the Virginia side is about 
25 percent ? 

Mr. Funrman. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. And haven’t plans been made 
on the Virginia side to take care of it? 

Mr. FunrMan. Yes, sir; I refer to that here, also. 

On the right side of the chart the graph, although you cannot read 
it from where you are, the green line indicates the population of the 
area. That is the potential load, you might say, on the river. By 
treatment that is reduced to the level of the red line, based on some 
improvements that the Virginia communities have already made and 
the improvements anticipated by this construction program. The two 
large steps there are the District of Columbia construction of the first 
half, and the second half of the secondary treatment. 

The orange line is what we consider the ability of the river to carry 
satisfactorily, so our effort is to work down to that line on this graph. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you serve other than 
the District of Columbia line? 

Mr. Funrman. Yes, sir; we receive Maryland sewage, sewage com- 
ing through the system of the Washington Suburban Sanitary 
Commission. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And that includes what? 

Mr. Funrman. The sewage area is Prince Georges and Montgomery 
Counties. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It all goes through? 

Mr. Funrman. All comes in except the Anacostia Valley. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Nor of the Virginia side? 

Mr. Funrman. There is no sewage served across the Potomac. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I would suggest that we 
have a copy of this chart made a part of the record following your 
statement. 

Mr. Funrman. That can be done. 

The proposed plan includes improvements to the plant sufficient 
to prevent nuisance and a serious health manace insofar as these 
objectives can be attained through the treatment of sewage. Since 
the District sewer system requires storm water overflows which dis- 
charge dilute sanitary sewage to the rivers in the District during 
storm periods, some pollution reaches the stream without an oppor- 
tunity for treatment. With the execution of the plan proposed, the 
Potomac and Anacostia Rivers will not be made suitable for swim- 
ming. Such an objective is practically unattainable, even if unreason- 
ably large expenditures were made. However, the reduction of 
pollution as proposed will increase the safety of other recreational 
uses and improve the attractiveness of the river. 

Since World War IT, the District plant at Blue Plains has heen 
enlarged to increase its capacity as a primary treatment plant. The 
next step, that of providing secondary treatment, has already been 
authorized by the Congress. In accord with this authorization, con- 

struction plans have been partially completed and initial appropria- 
tions of $2.3 million have been made, through the 1954 fiscal year. 
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The line drawing indicates the original] structures of the plant and 
the units now under construction north and west of the railroad track. 
The secondary treatment facilities are laid out as shown south and east 
of the railroad on District of Columbia property acquired for the 
purpose many years ago. For the completion of this project at present 
cost levels $8 million will be required through the fiscal years 1955 
through 1959. The planned facilities will provide for an expected 
population of 1,500,000 which is anticipated to be tributary to the 
system in 1980. The effectiveness of sewage treatment will be in- 
creased from the 33 percent characteristic of existing primary treat- 
ment to 75 percent or more that is expected of the planned secondary 
treatment. 

The program as laid out conforms to the general plans for pollution 
abatement by the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin 
and the Water Pollution Control Section of the United States Public 
Health Service. The details of the program have been developed 
by sanitary engineers recognized as leaders in the United States. The 
execution of this program by the District is vital to the solution of 
the pressing problem of the Potomac’s pollution at the Nation’s 
Capital. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. At this point we will insert 
the chart to which Mr. Fuhrman was referring during his statement. 

(Chart referred to is as follows:) 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. 
Allen ¢ 

Representative ALLEN of California. Mr. Fuhrman, is the discharge 
from the plant as it will ultimately be when completed, a clean fluid 
into the river, or is there a sediment that goes with it? 

Mr. Furman. As it would issue from the treatment plant it would 
bea relatively clear fluid. You could take a sample and it would look 
almost like a glass of drinking water, but I urge you not to drink it, 
because the next day if you left it in that glass it would become 
cloudy and less appetizing. 

Representative Atten of California. When you refer to the ability 
of the river to carry sewage toleration of 25 percent, or whatever that 
figure was, to what uses could the river be put with such a discharge ? 

For example, with reference to recreation, swimming, fisheries, 
oyster culture and a variety of uses of that kind. 

Mr. FunrMan. As indicated in my statement, swimming would be 
too intimate contact with the water for safety from a public health 
standpoint. 

Representative ALLEN of California. In what area of the river? 

Mr. FunrmMan. I am thinking of the stretch from Key Bridge down 
to Fort Washington, which is 4 or 5 miles below. 

Representative ALLEN of California. How about the use of the river 
for pleasure boats, small craft ? 

Mr. FcvurMAN. Quite satisfactory for that. 

Representative ALLEN of California. And for fisheries? 

Mr. Fuurman. It would support fisn life, so that fish could make 
their way upstream. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Would there be a contamina- 
tion of the fish ? 

Mr. Funrman. It would be very slight, particularly in the migra- 
tory season of the fish, normally in the spring when there are higher 
flows. 

Representative ALten of California. How about the oyster raising 
down the river? 

Mr. = HRMAN. The effect of pollution would be completely dissi- 
pated. I do not think any effect could be proved down th rere 

Representative ALLEN of California. That is all. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Harris? 

Representative Harris. Why is Rock Creek Park so terribly polluted 
after a flush rain? 

Mr. Funrman. The sewer of Rock Creek Park Valley is known as 
a combined sewer, and those sewers receive sanitary sewage all the time, 
rainwater, storm water runoff during storms, and during storms that 
must be relieved and it is discharged into the creek. 

Representative Harris. Do you discharge it into the creek only dur- 
ing rain? 


Are there any questions, Mr. 
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Mr. Funrman. A very high runoff, yes. 

The Rock Creek Diversion Sewer reduces the frequency of that type 
of discharge greatly, but not completely. 

The sewer break came from an overcharge of an existing line and 
which is one of the breaks that occurred from the obsolescent character 
of some of the sewer lines. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Was that the sanitary line or 
the storm sewer ¢ 

Mr. Funrman. That was the sanitary line. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you generally run sani- 
tary sewage discharge down through Rock C reek 

Mr. Funrman. From Piney Branch down is what is termed the 
combined plant. Above that point it is on the separate plant. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Who is going to discuss this 
sewage charge? 

Mr. Funrman. Mr. Auld will. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Auld, we would be de- 
lighted to hear about that. I understand this is one of the new 
municipal approaches to raising money. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID V. AULD, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
SANITARY ENGINEERING 


Mr. Aun. It isnew tous. It isa practice perhaps born of despera- 
tion to which I think more and more communities are going, as they 
face the unpleasant financial demands such as you are hearing about 
today. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any prepared 
material, Mr. Auld? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, I do. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It will be placed in the record 
at this point. 

Incidentally, what is it? 

Mr. Auxp. It is a table which I have entitled “Sewage Works Fund 
Financing Study.” 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That will be placed in the 
record at this point. 

(Table referred to is as follows:) 
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Mr. Autp. In recent years the District of Columbia has been faced 
with material increases in costs for rendering sanitary-sewer service to 
its population. Primary causes have been inflation, increased require 
ments of sewage treatment, and growth of the local population beyond 
that envisioned by the early designers of the sewer system. The 
overall effect has been to place financing of necessary construction in a 
most critical pos ition. 

The construction and operation of the sanitary-sewer system has al 
ways been financed from the general fund of the District. The re 
stricted appropriations which have been forthcoming from this source 
have delayed work to the extent that a large backlog of urgent projects 
has accumulated. We are now threatened with having to stop all 
sewer construction—even that to accommodate the additional building 
of homes and business in the District. 

I might emphasize that the 1955 budget at this time contains no item 
for the construction of the sewers. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Why ? 

Mr. Autp. The funds are insufficient in the general fund for that 
purpose. 

The correction of this situation lies in divorcing the sanitary-sewer 
activity from dependence upon the general fund and placing it on a 
financially independent and self-supporting basis. This is the purpose 
of title II under which the sanitary sewage works fund would be 
established and new sources of revenue be developed which would 
through annual appropriations support exclusively the maintenance, 
operation and expansion of the sanitary sewage works of the District 
of Columbia. 

Title I of the bill would authorize the Commissioners to impose a 
charge for sanitary-sewer service in an amount not exceeding 60 per- 
cent of the water ch: urges. 

The present intention is that that charge need not be more than 50 
percent of the bill to meet the obligations anticipated, based on present 
construction estimates. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. To the average home-owner 
it would mean about $8 to $10 more, is that right? 

Mr. Aub. Yes, the average user would pay $9.50 per year more than 
he does now for sewer service. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What if your income from 
this sewer charge is far more than for the construction and mainte- 
nance costs? What happens to those funds ? 

Mr. Auup. That is as we see it if we maintain the rate of construc 
tion which we consider necessary, there is no possibility of excess in 
come for at least 15 years. 

Elsewhere in this title we request credit to the extent of $5 million. 
The revenues we foresee would pay our operating ex pone, would 
service a $5 million debt and there would be sufficient routine debt serv- 
icing to extinguish the debt entirely by 1970. If by that time the 
physical requirements of the system have been met, I would see no 
reason not to reduce those charges to a point just sufficient to meet 
annual requirements. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How are those charges going 
to affect your users in the State of Maryland? 

Mr. AvuLp. We, as with Arlington and the water, have special au- 
thority under another law whereby we accept sewage from Maryland 
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and have a going contract with Maryland which is quite out of date. 
We have under discussion also with Maryland now a new contract 
which will greatly increase the payments made to that jurisdiction for 
the handling of the sewage by the District of Columbia. ) 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. The only point I was making 
in that, Mr. Auld, was that there would be some recognition of some 
responsibility and additional payments by the users in Maryland 
toward the sewer system. 

Mr. Autp. Maryland would come in for very heavy charges in the 
immediate future and in the joint participation in sewage treatment, 
and it is very much to the advantage of the District, I might say, to 
take the Maryland sewage and treat it because the alternative is sew- 
age treatment plants within the Maryland communities, which would 
completely encircle the District of Columbia. And all the natural 
waters then entering the District of Columbia would be polluted 
beforehand. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is your estimated re- 
turn from this sewage charge per year? 

Mr. Autp. In the 10-year period the immediate construction we 
expect to take in $27,112,000 on sewer charges. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Is that for newly constructed 
sewers, or all the sewers 4 

Mr. Autp. That charge would be for the use of the sewers on an 
annual basis. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. How about an old one which a 
fellow had 50 years? In other words, you charge him for letting 
the water run into his house, and now we will charge a sewer charge 
for letting the water come out of his house. 

Mr. Autp. Exactly. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What about water for sprink- 
ling the lawn? 

Mr. Aurp. The same. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. I like your looks and I would 
not like to see you run out of town. 

Mr. Autp. Thank you, sir. I hope not to be run out of town. 

The sanitary sewer system is in effect the counterpart of the water 
system. Through its ordinary uses, water from the water system is 
discharged without delay as used water or sewage into the sewer 
system. The natural conclusion from these circumstances is that 
benefits to the user of the sanitary sewer can be measured equitably in 
the same manner and to the same extent as water service is purchased 
by the user. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you mean to tell me that 
those folks over in Virginia have not heard about this, either ? 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. No, but they will rise up when 
they do. 

Mr. Autp. Iam afraid so. They do have sewage charges. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Yes, but they make them pay 
so much per foot when they come in. 

Mr. Autp. In Arlington there is a charge to cover part of the sewer. 
Alexandria has installed very heavy charges of the same character. 
Alexandria has them in cooperation with the private water system. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. They do not charge any sewage 
charge in Alexandria. 





94 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Auxp. I believe on the water bill there is a water sewage charge, 
If it is not in effect, it certainly is projected, to help pay the cost of the 
anticipated building program. It is a pretty stiff charge. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. I did not see it on my bill, 
They slipped it over mighty easy, if they did. 

Mr. Avwp. It is the only way that these things can be supported by 
the communities today, and the purpose of this is to give you more 
equitable distribution of that cost. 

As far as the larger users of water are concerned, they pay for both 
the construction and operation and through the measurement of water 
you have a very good measurement of the sewage and the relative 
obligation to pay for it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Has this tax ever been at- 
tacked in the courts as to its legality ? 

Of course, what it does is that the people in business pay a very 
heavy tax; do they not? 

Mr. Aviv. They would, commensurate with their water bill. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Of course, some of these 
places who had sewer connections for 50 years, what are you going to 
do if they refuse to pay the tax? Will you shut off the sewers ? 

Mr. Autp. May I reply to your two questions separately ? 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes; there are two of them. 

Mr. Avtp. In the first instance, the principle of a sewer service 
charge has withstood the test of the courts. I think the most recent 
and notorious decision was in the Supreme Court of the State of 
Florida, which reviewed the entire philosophy and upheld it, and every 
State in the Union, I understand, has enacted legislation which would 
enable the cities to determine to use such a charge and except for the 
State of Nevada, there is a community in every State in the Union 
which has such a service charge. 

Accordingly, sewer-service charges have generally been developed 
based on the quantity of water used. Where water is metered in a 
publicly owned system, the application of sewer-service charges may 
be combined so that the functions of water-meter reading, billing for 
water and sanitary-sewer service and collection are combined at maxi- 
mum efficiency and at minimum cost. By this method, the inherent 
fairness of selling water service by metering is extended to sewer- 
service charges. 

All States of the Union have recognized the need of sewer-service 
charges and their legislatures have authorized municipalities to use 
them. Such charges are made by one or more communities in every 
State except Nevada. More than 35 percent of United States cities 
over 5,000 population have adopted a sewer-service charge ranging, in 
general, from 33 percent to 100 percent of the water bill. 

There are between 400 and 500 communities that have resorted to 
this system. It has stood it very well legally. Itisnotatax. Itisa 
service charge for a service. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Of course it would accomplish 
the same result if you raised the water rate to include that. 

Mr. Auup. Yes, sir. Of course in this bill that you have before you 
there are provisions for those rare instances in industrial establish- 
ments where the sewage discharge is either materially more or 
less than the quantity of water used. Let us take a bottling plant 
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sewage, because the water taken in is sold in soft drinks. There would 
be an adjustment in the sewer-service charge. 

Conversely, if an industry has a well on its property and creates 
thereby a much greater sewage outflow than would match up with its 
water inflow, intake, we would charge more for the sewage by that 
added quantity. 

Now, as to the matter of the old house, this is more of a service. The 
past is quite unrelated to what it costs to maintain us from here on out. 
So that I would say no injustice is done in introducing a payment for 
this service to either an old or a new resident. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. It kind of looks like you have 
been overlooking a bet for a long time, that would have gotten you a lot 
of revenue. 

Mr. Aub. I think we have. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Don’t you also charge them a 
front-foot cost when you put the sewer in ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, and we propose in this bill to increase it, as Mr. 
Orndorff mentioned a little earlier, and I would like to go into that. 

In the last 5 years the District of Columbia has spent $2,854,000 for 
the extension of what we call service sewers; that is the small sewers 
in front of property owners, and they have received in assessments only 
$556,000. That is 19.5 cents return on $1 spent. That is at an assess- 
ment rate of $1 per front foot. We are recommending in this bill that 
that be increased to $4. 

Title II outlines in detail the methods of applying the proposed 
sewer charge where properties are connected to the sanitary-sewer 
system. It takes cognizance of those unusual situations where the 
sewage flows contributed by a business establishment may be either 
materially greater or less than the quantity of water used by that es- 
tablishment and authorized appropriate billing adjustments under 
such circumstances. It confers authority on the Commissioners to 
enforce the proposed charges. 

It excepts churches and charitable institutions from sewage charges 
in the same manner and to the same extent as these organizations are 
now exempted from water charges. 

The suggested rates are in line with similar rates prevailing in other 
communities and are considered reasonable. It now appears that re- 
quirements of the sanitary-sewer system may be met by a charge of 
50 percent of the water bill. As with the proposed water-rate increase, 
however, it is felt that there should be some latitude available to 
accommodate unforeseeable changes in costs or plant requirements. 

As with the front foot benefit charges for water, the proposed bill 
would, under title III, also increase the rate of assessment for sanitary 
service sewer construction from $1.50 per front foot to $4 per front 
foot. The present rate of sewer assessment was established by the act 
approved June 4, 1934 (48 Stat. 846, 876), and revenue returns there- 
from now aggregate only about one-quarter of the amount expended 
for this class of work. 

_ Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Would that be self-support- 
ing for the cost of the construction ? 

Mr. Autp. That would bring a return of about 50 percent of the 
cost of that class of sewer construction, service sewer. They are quite 
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distinct in function to the large collecting sewers and interceptors, 


about which Mr. Orndorff spoke earlier. But he have tried to keep 
them yielding about 50 percent of their cost. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. That is a front-foot charg 
you make per foot ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. $4 a foot? 

Mr. Avtp. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. What size sewer is that? 

Mr. Avutp. Ordinarily 10 inches in diameter. 
Representative Smrru of Virginia. And twice that would be $8 per 
foot. 

Mr. Autp. Yes, where the sewer is abutted on both sides of the street 
by houses. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. It would be $16 because you only 
pay one-half of it. 


Mr. Autp. They pay $4 per front foot of the property abutted, 


with special exceptions on corner properties, for example. 

Representative Smrra of Virginia. I am talking about the middle 
of the block. 

Mr. Avutp. If he has a 100-foot lot. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. And there is a lot on each side, 
do each of them pay $4 a front-foot line? 

Mr. Aub. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. That is $8. 

Mr. Aub. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. And you say they only pay one- 
half of the cost. 

Mr. Aub. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. So it costs $16 per foot. 

Mr. Avuup. The sewer itself will cost around $10 a foot to build the 
line. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Wait a minute, you said it was 
only 50 percent of it. 

Mr. Avutp. That is right, but here is what happens, Judge Smith. 
For every foot of sewer that you build in front of assessable property, 
you build almost another foot across alleys, intersection, besides parks, 
schools, Federal reservations, and all manner of other places, from 
which you derive no assessment. 

Representative Smirn. of Virginia. Isn’t $10 a foot an awfully high 
price for a sewer that size, and “remembering that you dig your hole 
with machinery and cover up the hole with machinery, ‘and pipe 
wouldn’t cost you more than $1 a foot. 

Mr. Aub. About $1 or $1.50. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. It seems to me it is an awfully 
high price. 

Mr. Auto. I would point out several things. A great deal of this 
construction is in improved streets or partly improved. We try to 
keep ahead of the pavement, but the costs in the event we do cut 
pavement, I think it costs about $3 per foot to repair it. 

We have tried to keep these costs in line, But I think you will see 
that they are quite commensurate with the general increase in all con- 
struction costs. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Where you have a clogging 
of the sewers or a break in the sewer line, of course that is an addi- 
tional cost that the District would have to bear of repairing that, 
isn’t that true? 

Mr. Autp. We of course maintain all these by whatever means are 
necessary. Most of these sewers are inspected annually. If they are 
clogged they are freed of tree roots or other type of obstructions. A 
sewer system is a costly thing to maintain. I said $10 a foot. I can- 
not see that chart over there, but I think that is right. Yes, it is $10. 

Representative Atten of California. How are those assessments 
payable? 

Mr. Autp. In the three annual installments, beginning 60 days af- 
ter the completion of the work. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think Mr. Allen and I 
would be interested in what manner do you assess or collect the sewer 
charge, not the construction nor installation. 

Mr. Auto. We propose that that be carried out in the office of the 
water registrar, which prepares the water bills, that the water meter 
reading would be brought into the billing office, and the water bill and 
the sewer bill would be a single mailing. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. You take a certain percentage 
of the water bill and add it on. 

Mr. Aub. We think that while it would cost something more, that 
that is the cheapest and easiest way to do this. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Those charges are made twice 
a year, are they not? 

Mr. Autp. Under the law, most accounts are billed only once a year, 
and we are recommending in this bill that the Commissioners be auth- 
orized to make semiannual billing. We feel that with the increased 
costs of combined water and sewer charges, that the public would be 
better served to be able to pay that in two parts. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Do not most cities pay it 
quarterly ? 

Mr. Auxp. There is no uniform practice. I think semiannually is 
predominant in large cities. 

Representative Tatte. What is the condition of the Potomac River, 
so far as pollution is concerned ? 

Mr. Autp. At the water intake at Great Falls it is an entirely ac- 
—— water for a public supply. 

rom there to Key Bridge it maintains a fair quality. It is im- 
proved a great deal, actually, between Chain Bridge and Key Bridge 
in the last few years, thanks to some of the work we have been able 
to perform. 

rom Key Bridge to Fort Washington and below, it is deplorable. 
It has a very high concentration of pollution from that point on all 
the way down. There are times when the dissolved oxygen of the 
water, which is a measure of its quality, one measure of it, is way be- 
low a sufficient amount to support fish life, even the hardiest type 
of fish. 

The coliform organisms amounted to 500,000 per one mililiter in 
that area, as compared to 5,000 in one milliliter at Great Falls. 

That will give you some measure, 5,000 as compared to 500,000 in 
this distance. 
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Representative Tatix. That is a problem that should get attention 
soon, is it not? 

Mr. Avutp. That is one thing on top of our sanitary sewer program. 

We have $8 million in the schedule before you which we feel is an 
urgent need. Even so, we do not propose to put out an effluent which 
is like drinking water because that, we think, is uneconomical and will 
cost the community too much. 

In fact, returning to this service charge a moment, I would like for 
the committee to see a comparison of the charge that we propose with 
an average of charges about a dozen or more communities for which 
we could get particular information. The blue line is the average of 
the number of cities we were able to get data on, and the red line on 
this chart is the charge which we suggest for Washington. It is sub- 
stantially below the practice in many places. 

I would term it modest for the service that would be secured from it. 

Representative Tatie. It was quite a little lower in 1947 when we 
looked at it then. 

Mr. Auxp. It certainly was. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Those are referred to as the 
good old days. 

Mr. Avutp. We did not think so then, but they look awfully good 
now. We could have built pretty nearly everything we talked about 
for nearly half the cost or less. 

Representative Tarte. As a farmer friend of mine said: “Times 
ain’t what they used to be, but then they never were.” 

Mr. Autp. There is generated within the Federal establishments in 
the District something in the order of 10 billion gallons of sewage per 
year. Allof this must be collected by the public sewer system, pumped 
one or more times, and treated before its ultimate disposal into the 
Potomac River. The underground system as well as plant establish- 
ments must be maintained, replaced, operated, and expanded to ac- 
commodate not only the sewage of the residents of the District, but 
also the sewage and storm water runoff discharged from Federal hold- 
ings. Just as with water used, the sewage service at the disposal of 
the United States Government is costly and should be paid for at the 
rates prescribed in title II. It is, therefore, recommended that there 
be instituted without delay payment by the United States comparable 
to that of any other local customer. 

It is also our suggestion in title IT of this bill that the Federal Gov- 
ernment participate as a payer of sewer service charges to the extent 
of 50 percent of our suggested water bill for the United States. | 
think all of the principles which we have discussed up to now would 
be equally applicable to Federal sewer service. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. But you do increase the indi- 
vidual to 60 percent. 

Mr. Avurp. We are asking that for a limit, but our present point is 
that 50 percent will suffice. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I do not like the business of 
asking for 60 percent and hoping to get 50 percent. I think we will 
end up with the 60 percent the first thing we know. 

Mr. Avi. Nothing is standing still, certainly since 1947, and it 
seems a shame to present a matter of this type before the Congress 
which involves a good deal of money and if we set it at 50 percent, and 
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then in 2 years we find that it should be something more, it would 
seem that some little latitude should be possible to the Commissioners 
without having to ask for new legislation each time. 

tepresentative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think it is — a load when 
you whoop them up 60 percent on their water bill at once. I think 
pe rsonally that is a pretty big load to unload onto the taxpayers. I 

along with you to this extent, I do not like that 50 percent to the 
Government and 66 percent to the individual. I would rather know 
what it is and be done with it. I am not going to argue about it, but 
[ personally feel that way about it. 

Mr. Autp. Our hope is that we can keep it to the rock-bottom figure, 

and not have to go up. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I would wager you a good 
drink of water that it will be 60 percent if we leave it in there, sooner 
or later. You may proceed, Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Avutp. In order that operations may continue without interrup- 
tion and badly needed projects may come into being at the earliest 
practicable time, title Il would provide authority for loans from the 
United States Treasury up to a limit of $5 million. As with other 
borrowing under this bill, all loans would be specifically authorized 
through annual appropriations and would be repaid with both prin- 
cipal ‘and interest through prescribed amortization payments. The 
rate of interest would be that prevailing for Federal borrowing and 
amortization would be based on a 30-year funding period. 

From present estimates of expenditures and revenues, the con- 
templated borrowing for the sewage works fund would be repaid by 
the year 1970. Accumulated interest payments over this period would 
total $1,365,000. The attached sewage works fund financing study 
gives debt and amortization computations. 

I cannot too strongly urge approval of this program for expansion 
of these essential sanitary sewage facilities, keeping in mind that each 
project and its financing as well as all other expenditures from the 
sanitary sewage works fund would come under the detailed scrutiny 
of Congress through regular annual appropriation procedures. 

In essence, the District is asking that through the use of new rev- 
enue sources the sanitary sewage needs of the District of Columbia and 
the United States Government may be met and the sewer system be 
maintained, operated, and expanded as necessary to protect the pub- 
lic health and correct the shameful degradation of the Potomac 
tiver, which is the greatest natural asset of the Nation’s Capital. 

I think I previously mentioned that we were asking for credit to 
the extent of $5 million in order that the more urgent sewer needs 
may get under way promptly. 

I think I also mentioned that in our estimation we are able to pay 
back this amount by 1970. 

en O’Hara of Minnesota. How would you get back the 

$5 million ? 

Mr. Aut. Under this bill it would be a matter of broad authoriza- 
tion and individual annual appropriations so that we would come be- 
fore the committees of Congress each year with a balanced budget, 
financed partly by revenue and partly by the Federal law. In that 
way Congress remains in control and can examine into the need for 
each part of it and decide it on its own merits. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 
tions ¢ 

Judge Smith, do you have any questions 

Represent: ative Smrru of Vir ginia. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Harris? ® 

Representative Harris. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle? 

Representative Tatie. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Allen? 

Representative ALLEN of California. What is the point at which the 
two lines cross? What are the coordinates? 

Mr. Avutp. That is purely coincidental. That is at a rate of con- 
sumption of 100,000 cubic feet of water per quarter, which is an ex- 
tremely large consumer. I doubt if we have three customers in the 
city system who would use that much water at a time during a quar- 
ter. 

Representative Auten of California. Thank you. That is all, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Auld. 

Now, we have the aqueduct. Who will present that subject, Mr. 


Auld? 
Mr. Autp. That will be Mr. Bird. 


STATEMENT OF BYRON BIRD, CHIEF, WATER SUPPLY DIVISION, 


WASHINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERING, UNITED 
STATES ARMY 


Mr. Birp. I would like to refer you gentlemen to the curve on your 
left on this chart. As has already been pointed out, on July 21, 1953, 
the maximum daily consumption reached 263 million gallons per day, 
a figure which had not been anticipated until about 1960 or slightly 
later. 

Along with this, for 5 days in the late summer of 1953 the daily con- 
sumption averaged 257 million gallons, which, in itself, exceeded the 
maximum for any one day in any previous year. 

The recurrence of a dry summer, such as that of 1930, could create 
demands far in excess of those just mentioned. 

So much for the chart at the moment. I will return to it later. 

On February 18, 1946, the Chief of Engineers, with the President 
of the Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia, transmitted to 
Congress a joint report entitled “Future Water Supply for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and Metropolitan Area.” The report was prepared 
by the district engineer, United States Engineer Office, Washington, 
D. C., and the Engineer Commissioner, District of Columbia, in com- 
pliance with an item in the District of Columbia Appropriation Acts 
of 1941 and 1942. It is commonly known as House Document 480, 
79th Congress. 

The Washington, D. C., water system preghoreensaty program, as set 
forth and contained in the document, has been reviewed and the pro- 


gram and recommendations confirmed by the consulting engineering 
firms of Greeley & Hansen and Black & Vetch. The construction 
program originally contained therein was revised in the Auld-Schmitt 
report dated January 1950, and again revised in joint financial state- 
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ments dated April 1952 and November 1952. A recent revision of cap- 
ital outlay appropriations required for the expansion of District of 
Columbia water system dated December 1953, as placed in the record, 
depicts an attenuated program of the earlier revisions. 

Those documents and financial statements reflect the considered 
opinions of the planning staffs of the Washington aqueduct and the 
Water Division, District of Columbia. The earlier programs, includ- 
ing that in House Document 480, were probably better suited for meet- 
ing the water consumption demands of the future than the more re- 
cent revision which extends the construction period of the system 
waterworks facilities further into the future. The recently revised 
program pertaining to Washington aqueduct, as tabulated through the 
fiscal year 1964, will assure the initial needs relative to dependability 
of raw-water supply, chemical treatment, filtration, pumping, and 
transmission to the distribution system. 

; For the past several years, the water supply system facilities as a 
' whole have been operated at overload capacities when and where re- 
'@ quired, and they have been augmented by temporary measures to meet 
the heavy summertime consumption demands which have been greater 
than initially anticipated. This is clearly iltustrated by the produc- 
tion and delivery of 262.960 million gallons of water to the distribution 
system on July 21, 1953, as well as the average consumption of 257.707 
million gallons per day which extended through a 5-day period during 
the latter part of the past summer. These were greater than the max- 
imum daily consumption for any previous year and indicate that the 
water demand estimated and set forth in House Document 480 and 
as revised periodically should not be revised materially at this time. 

Present water supply system major plant capacities are as follows: 

(a) The two raw-water conduits have a capacity for carrying 214 
million gallons per day. This is illustrated on the diagram by the 
horizontal line. One of these conduits is about 90 years old, and the 
other was put in more than 25 years ago to meet the demands of the 
most recent years. This supply is presently augmented as required 
through the temporary conversion of the two hydroelectric station 
units to raw-water pumping units to provide an increased capacity 
of 50 and 90 million gallons per day, depending on the multiplicity 
of operation. Due to the necessity of drawing suction from the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio Canal and for other reasons, this temporary measure is 
not dependable. 

(6) The present sustained capacities of the Dalecarlia and MeMil- 
lan filtration plants are 109 and 125 million gallons per day, respec- 
tively. Additional demand is met by overload operations at each 
plant. 

(c) The pumping and transmission facilities that transport the 
= water from the filtration plants to the reservoirs on the distribution 

system are presently inadequate to meet requirements. 
. Projects included for expanding the water supply system facilities 
™ for which funds have been appropriated through the fiscal year 1954 
including the following: 

A. McMillan chemical building. 

B. A 48-inch-diameter transmission main to the Third High service. 

C. The first half of the Third High service 40-million-gallon 
reservoir. 
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D. A new rate-water-intake works at Great Falls on the Potomac 
River. 

EK. A new pumping station and connecting works at Dalecarlia. 

Progress on the above funded projects is as follows: 

(a) The MeMillan chemical building, for storage and application of 
chemicals at the McMillan filter plant, is now being designed by a 
consulting engineer. 

(6) Advance notice concerning the 48-inch diameter transmissio) 
main has been released to contractors recently. It is anticipated that 
the construction contract for the project will be awarded during March 
1954. 

The design of the Third High service reservoir is about 90 per 
cent complete and it will be advertised during the first half of fiscal 
year 1955. 

(d) The construction of the new Great Falls intake has been de- 
ferred until after completion of the Little Falls raw-water pumping 
station works, mentioned later in this text, in order to eliminate 
possible interference with the raw-water supply operations during the 
period between 1955 and 1958. 

(e) The new Dalecarlia pumping station, for transmission of fin- 
ished water, mentioned above, will be constructed with its major por- 
tion underground. Only the head house and station transformer hous- 
ings will rise above ground levels. The station proper will be 
105 feet wide, 205 feet long, and 67 feet high, and it will be constructed 
of reinforced concrete. The installed equipment will include over- 
head traveling cranes, electrical switchgear, control panel, 15 vertical 
pumping units, and connected discharge headers, pipelines, control 
valves, and meters. The estimated cost of this project together with 
raw-water intake structure, conduits, and control chamber is about 
$7 million. Final designs and specifications for this project are near- 
ing completion. Contracts and other costs to this project for supply- 
ing services, equipment, and materials presently awarded total about 
$1,6 38,000. About $822,000 in supply contracts are now being adver- 
tised for award within the next 60 days. It is anticipated that the 
project construction contract will be awarded in May 1954. 

The Little Falls pumping station for supplying additional raw 
water to the system is in the final stages of design. This prominent 
item is included in the program on record and funds have been par- 
tially appropriated therefor. The project includes a low dam ap- 
proximately 16 feet high and 1,500 feet long, the pumping station, 
electrical substation, an access bridge, and a discharge tunnel 10 feet 
in diameter approximately 1 mile in length to deliver water to the 
Dalecarlia open receiving reservoir. The overflow- -type river dam is 
purely a diversion structure and it will not raise the existing pool 
elevation. The pumping station will ultimately contain an installed 

capacity for pumping 500 million gallons daily. The pumping sta- 
tion is 84 feet wide b 143 feet long, and 100 feet in height. It has 
been designed to Sen the maximum probable flood. It was 


necessary that this project be worked out as to location to fit the pro- 
jected Memorial Parkway to Great Falls. Reinforced concrete is 
used throughout for the major structures. The Fine Arts Commis- 
sion approved the architectural design. The procurement of station 
equipment for future installation will cost a total of about $1,485,000 
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and it is anticipated that final awards on supply contracts will be 
consummated within the next 60 days. The total project value, in- 
cluding real estate, engineering, and overhead costs, will approximate 
$7,900,000. An additional appropriation of $2,900,000 is required 
for completion of this vital facility. 

By June 30, 1954, obligations pertaining to the two new pumping 
station projects will approximate $12,300,000 exclusive of engineer- 
ing, overhead, and contingencies. It is anticipated that both stations 
will be completed and ready for test operations in the latter part of 
fiscal year 1957. 

Additional major projects required to be constructed or under way 
prior to 1964, for which no funds have been appropriated, including 
the following: 

(a) The Dalecarlia filter and chemical building. 

(b) Two phases of the crosstown interconnecting main. 

(c) A second flocculation-sedimentation basin at Dalecarlia. 

(d) An additional First High service transmission main. 

Progress on these works and descriptions thereof are as follows: 

(a) Investigations and preliminary planning are now being car- 
ried out for the Dalecarlia filter and chemical building for the pur- 
pose of negotiating a contract with a consulting engineer about March 
1954 for their ultimate design. The filtration capacity of the Dale- 
carlia plant will be doubled eventually. The chemical building will 
have adequate capacity for the storage and handling of chemicals used 
in water processing and will house a water works laboratory. 

(>) A planning report for the crosstown interconnecting main has 
already been completed. Design of this main which will carry water 
from the Dalecarlia plant to the central part of the city will be started 
during this fiscal year. The flocculation-sedimentation basin will be 
a two-story structure, 140 feet wide by 460 feet long, and 34 feet deep 
and will be identical with one now in operation. Design of the basin 
will be initiated early in fiscal year 1955. 

(c) The proposed new first high transmission main will deliver 
water from the expanded Dalecarlia filter plant into the westerly end 
of the service distribution branch pipelines. It will supply additional 
quantities of water at boosted pressures to the great number of resi- 
dential, Government, and industrial consumers in the large first high 
service area. The maximum daily consumption on the first high 
service has increased rapidly in late years. 

Minor items included in the expansion program of the water supply 
system are as follows: 

(a) Advance engineering planning for developing plans and designs 
of the future system improvements. 

(5) Miscellaneous betterments and replacements of the operating 
plant. 

(c) Repair shops and storehouses for utilization in maintaining 
the plant. 

(d) Telemetric control system for remote indication and control of 
system facility operations. 

The additions to plant, as initiated by funds appropriated begin- 
ning fiscal year 1947, continuing through 1954 and as projected 
through 1964, provide the minimum requirements for water produc- 
tion facilities to meet the consumption demands through these periods. 
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The schedule of appropriations required for improvements from 196; 
through 1978 covers the expansion of the water supply system facilities 
deemed necessary to develop the ultimate capacities of the designe: 
plant in the foreseeable future. 

When the comprehensive program outlined in House Document 
480 was developed in 1946, the Engineering News-Record constru 
tion cost index was 290 as compared to 100 in 1913. In January 1950. 
the Auld-Sehmitt revision totaling $67,605,000 was made with th 
cost index adjusted to 480. During the past 4 years, construction 
costs have continued to climb. The December 1953 revision of the 
1950 program was calculated according to an index of 611 and shows 
that the water-system improvements will now cost $88,020,000. Ob 

viously, the needed expansion program cannot be financed from water 
revenues of current magnitude and the borrowing as authorized un 
der Public Law 533. Prices have advanced so rapidly since 1950 tha 
the borrowing limitation adopted at that time is inadequate now. Ad- 
ditional borrowing and additional water revenues are required to carry 
out the future program on a sound financial basis in order to provide 
the facilities when they are needed. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, Mr. 
Smith ? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Harris? 

Representative Harris. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle? 

Representative Tatix. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Allen? 

Representative Arten of California. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Bird. I un- 
derstand that Mr. Harrison will be next, Mr. Auld. 

I wonder if we do not cover these things without too many witnesses. 
Can we not have somebody who will cover it in a general way? What 
is your situation, Mr. Harrison? Have you some other people who 
will want to testify ? 

And the second question I wanted to ask you is do you have a pre- 
pared statement which you might submit for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF S. R. HARRISON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF HIGHWAYS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Harrison. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we do have others who would 
like to testify, and we will be as brief as possible. 

In answer to your second question I do not have a prepared state- 
ment, and I shall speak very briefly, but extemporaneously. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to present for the record a tentative list- 
ing of the projects to be covered by the program. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. 1 suggest that it be made a 
part of the record at this point. 

By the way, what is this document which you are submitting! 

Mr. Harrison. It is what we call our highway-improvement pro 
gram, tentative priorities, and is a 10-year schedule. 

Repr esentative O'Hara of Minnesota. That will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 


Highway improvement program referred to is as follows: 
t e > 
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Highway improvement program, tentative priorities, 10-year schedule 


Location 


1900 
t Capitol Street Bridge 
worth and Eastern Aves 
tr rea crossing 
t Capitol St., Texas to 47t! 





ppr 
} 
tic St 


Ave., Benning to E 
ic 
SE., South Capitol to 4tl 


worth Ave., East Capitol Str 
ia Ave. NE and NW 
ithwest Freeway 
Study of Anacostia Freeway 


Florida Ave 
thwest 

Subt 
Southwest 


] g St 


Klin 


. NE, and NW 
Freeway 
ytal, 1955 

1956 


Freeway 
to Columbia 


le Rd. NW. 
itral area crossing (vicinity of E St.) 


Subtotal, 1956. - - 





14th and 17 


d Ave 


west Freeway 


1957 

s crossing (vicinity of E St 
th Sts. NE 
ind Bladensburg Rd 


stern 


A 


Eye and L Sts NW., New York Ave. to M 


Subtotal, 1957 


1958 


Central area crossing (vicinity of E St.) 
Central area crossing approach 


Que and RSts NW. 


Subtotal, 1958 


Florida Ave. NW. and NE 

Union Station Plaza_- 

Whitehurst Freewa 
Rock Creek Parkway 





1959 


East Capitol Street Bridge 


eet Brid 


Rd. crosstown route 4th St., 


and SE., Pennsylvania Ave 


to RB 


NE 


to Mary- 


assachusetts Ave 


y eastbound ramp, connection to southbound 


Key Bridge to widening north end of bridge 
Channelizing Rosslyn Plaza 
M St. NW., 29th St. to 36th St 
18th, 19th, and 20th Sts. NW 


Subtotal, 1959 


1960 


North Capitol St., Blair Rd. and Eastern Ave. NW., Louisiana 


Ave. to 16th St. 


Canal Rd. NW., Whitehurst Freeway to Foxhall Rd 


22d and 23d Sts, NW_--- 
10th and 12th Sts. NW 


Kay St. NW., Connecticut A ve. to W hitehurst Freeway 


Rock Creek Parkway, Constitution Ave. to Connecticut 


Subtotal, 1960. _- 


1961 


Ave 


Kay St. NW., Connecticut Ave. to Whitehurst Freeway 
Canal Rd. NW., Whitehurst Freeway to Foxhall Rd 


LD i TE cada oee ttn 
Mount Vernon Sq... -.--- 


Subtotal, 1961 


1962 


North Capitol St., Blair Rd. and Eastern Ave. NW., Louisiana 


Ave. to 16th St. 
5th St. and 6th St. NW 
Lith St. through the Mall 


Rock Creek Parkway to Constitution Ave. to Connecticut Ave 


Subtotal, 1962__ 
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structure 


Paving 


Structure 


Structure 
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do 


Paving and structures 


Paving 


Structure 
Paving 


Plans, specifications 


...do 
Paving 
do 
Structure 
Plans, spe 


Structure 
do 

Paving 
do 


Paving and 


Paving 
i 
lo 
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structures 


Paving and structures 


; 
$ 00, 000 
600. 000 
400. 000 
200, 000 

2. 100, 000 
1, 890, 000 
140, 000 
295, 000 
175, 000 

5 Ss, OOO 
60, 000 
1, 524, 000 
800, 000 

] 72, 000 
10, 697, 000 
> 300, 000 


», 000, OOO 





17, 997, 000 
7, 364, 800 
6, OOO, 000 
459. 200 
400, 000 
14, 224, 000 
6, 017, 697 
3, 672, 303 
1, 600, 000 
11, 290, 000 
6, 460, 250 
400, 000 
+25, 000 
150, 000 
68, 750 
200, 000 

1, 000, 000 
8, 604, 000 
100, 000 
000 

5, 000 

of 000 
6, 000, 000 
150, 000 

7, 555, 000 
4, 400. 000 
4, 000, 000 
195, 000 
170, 000 

8, 765, 000 
6, 000, 000 
400, 000 
250, 000 


3, 500, 000 


~ 10, 150, 000 
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Highway improvement program, tentative priorities, 10-year schedule—Continued 
{ 1 I pro} 


Estimat 
Location Description E isi 
OF 
Minnesota Ave. underpass to 1 directional underpass, north- | Plans, specifications $50, 
bound Minnesota Ave. to westbound Pennsylvania Ave. 
Arizona Parkway—Canal Rd. to Van Ness St .do 150, 00 
Rock Creek Parkway, Constitution Ave. to Connecticut Ave Paving and structures 4, 676, 006 
Sherman Ave. radial—Vermont, Florida, Sherman, and New | Paving 900, 001 
Hampshire Aves. NW., 12th St. to Illinois A ve 
Rhode Island Ave., NW and NE.—Connecticut Ave. to District do 2, 800, 00K 
ilne 
Subtotal, 1963 &, 576, OO 
1964 
Minnesota Ave. underpass—1 directional underpass, north- | Structure 1, 000, 000 
bound Minnesota Ave. to westbound Pennsylvania Ave. 
Park Pl.—5th St. and Warder St.—7th St. NW., Michigan | Paving 450, OOK 
Ave. to Illinois Ave 
Deane Ave., Grant St. and Eastern Ave. NE., Kenilworth Ave. do ROO, OOK 
to George N. Palmer Highwa 
Arizona Parkway—Canal Rd. to Van Ness St Paving and structures 3, 900, 00) 
Connecticut Ave. NW., Calvert St. to District line Paving 270, 00 
16th St. NW., K Street to Alaska Ave do. _. 330, 000 
Michigan Ave. NE.—4th St. to District line do 525, 00 
Sargent Rd. and 13th St. NE.—Michigan Ave. to District line do 400, 700 
Subtotal, 1964... 7, 675, 70 


Grand total, 10 years, 1955-4 111, 908, 700 


Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It is going to be necessary 
to have two copies of those. 

Mr. Harrison. The list which I just presented to the committee con- 
sists of those projects which make our program which is presented 
in the bill before you. It is a tentative listing only, and is of course 
subject to review annually as we request the appropriation of funds 
for the construction. 

This program is the result of work performed by the Regional 
Highway Planning Committee for the Washington metropolitan area. 
That work was participated in by the States of Virginia, Maryland, 
the District of Columbia, the United States Public Roads Administra- 
tion, the National Capital Planning Commission, the Department of 
the Army, and the combined transit interests in the area. 

The purpose of the program is to relieve congestion at the least 
possible expense. You will note from the list that there are many 
methods of accomplishing this purpose. It was found in the analysis 
of the data secured in the field survey work that the construction of an 
inner loop around downtown Washington could, if properly de- 
veloped, attract up to 25 percent of the traffic which is now within 
that central core of the city. That inner loop, plus other widenings, 
the establishment of radials and a central river crossing are the main 
phases of the program. 

As to sequence of the work, it has been divided into five phases, the 
first of which is in progress from current appropriations, the East 
Capitol Street Bridge, Kenilworth Avenue, New York Avenue, and 
some other arteries to the east. 

The most important phase of the program after that, and the phase 
which must of necessity be taken care of, is the construction of the 
inner loop around downtown Washington and the easing of traffic 
within downtown Washington to permit the entrance of other traffic 
into the area. 

A third phase of the construction is the construction of new and the 
increased capacity on old radial routes. 
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rhe fourth and fifth phases consist of a crosstown route in the 
vicinity of Michigan Avenue, Irving Street, and the construction of 
= some miscellaneous projects in northeast W ashington. 
rs These projects you will see upon maps which will be presented to 
» youand comprise the immediate needs of the city. 
’ The orange on the maps which you will see are work which the 
| committee felt was of future interest, work which would become neces- 
0 sary during the construction of this program. 

As I related, this committee work was undertaken by Virginia, 
Maryland, and the District of Columbia. The State of Maryl: und at 
its last legislature did enact laws which placed their portion of this 
recommended program in the construction stage. They have under- 
-aken a 12-year program which provided, I believe, for the first 
{-year per iod of that construction. 

‘Virginia is now considering the program. Her legislature is in 
session and it is being considered. We are before this committee for 
the enactment of our legislation. 

The total cost of the program, as recommended by the committee 
and as adopted by the District Commissioners, is $111,908,700. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. A little over a third of all 
the amount asked ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. Now, Mr. Chairman, I have here a finan- 
cial statement of the entire 10-year construction period, if you would 
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= like to look at it. I would also like to place this in the record. 

| 3 Representative Smiru of Virginia. Is any part of this $111 million 
| | tobe raised from gasoline taxes, or not? 

| a Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

: Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The statement showing the 


financial status of the highway fund of the District of C olumbia for 
the fiscal years 1955-64, inclusive, will be inserted into the record at 
this point. 

(Statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT SHOWING FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE HIGHWAY FUND 
EXPLANATION 


1. Gasoline tax.—This represents total estimated revenue from the gasoline 
tax based on proposed increase in the present rate from 5 cents to 6 cents per 
gallon, effective fiscal year 1955. 

2. Estimated increased revenues.—This item represents the estimated revenue 
that will be acquired by the highway fund by the transfer from the general fund 
of vault rental revenues. 

3. Federal loan.—Represents amount of loan necessary to finance the proposed 
program by fiscal years. 

4. Miscellaneous expenses.—These estimates reflect the necessary allocations 
transferred from the highway fund for purposes of snow removal, park-road 
repairs, and administrative expenses of other D. C. offices. 

). Repayment of loan and interest.—Represents repayment of each loan for a 
v-year period only with interest at the rate of 2% percent on unpaid balance. 
Shown below is financial summary of proposed program indicating total amount 
of indebtedness over 30 years. 


TOUR) RIND ise i anitipi m trini a —s cient mae lk cine $50, 254, 000 
slit ins bests ajunesdeplnseschintceaten. |. any a 


q Total repayments______ el cde ee eee a oe 75. 680, 040 







I ne BO, 254, 000 
Financed from highway fund revenues_._._._.___.___-_.______ ._ 61, 654, 700 
Total cost of major capital improvements, 1955-64_________ 111, 908, 700 
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Representative Smirx of Virginia. How much will have to be bor- 
rowed ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. We intend to borrow $50 million. The way we 
wrive at that, in the column on the extreme right side of this tabula- 
tion the figures underscored in red. Our toal revenue for the 10-year 
period for this construction program, that revenue to include the 
revenue derived from the 1-cent increase in gasoline tax, and the 
transfer of the vault rentals from the general fund to the highway 
fund. Our total revenue will amount to $176,915,057. 

Of that fund a total of $115,260,357 will be needed for operating 
expenses, repairs, repayment of the loan, and minor capital outlay. 

That means that $61,650,700 of the total $11 1 ieiltonk will be paid 
for from present District revenue. 

Representative Smriru of Virginia. How much per annum do you 
figure this 1-cent gasoline tax will yield herein ? 

Mr. Harrison. We have estimated $750,000. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. So that your current revenues 
will not do anything for this program, will they ? 

Mr. Harrison. Our current revenues will contribute toward this 
program to the extent of $61 million, in rough figures. Part of that 
is the increased revenue, but not all of it. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. But how much of that $61 mil- 
lion do you spend in maintenance? I am talking about new construc- 
tion. 

Mr. Harrison. None of that $61 million. That is for this program 
and nothing else. The maintenance figures are underscored in red, 

$76,239,275. 

The operating expenses are $76,239,275. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. What I was trying to get at was 
that all of the new work that you have outlined here, construction 
work, will have to be paid for out of either the new gasoline tax, or 
the loan, is that right or wrong? 

Mr. Harrison. That is wrong, sir. The new gasoline tax will 
assist, but will by no means pay for all of it. Our present highway 
fund will carry a great portion of the $61 million. The increase in the 
penny gasoline tax will amount to a little over $7 million. 

Senator Bratt. What is your total revenue, estimated revenue, 
from gasoline tax, the total gross revenue ? 

Mr. Harrtson. We have, including the penny increase, $10,850,000 
in 1955 from gasoline tax alone. 

Senator Bratt. And that all goes to streets, highways, bridges. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is it not true that your 
gasoline tax has fallen off, the returns on gasoline have fallen off? 

Mr. Harrison. Not as of today. I think that m: iybe they may be 
off $5,000, but that is on the basis of about 4 or 5 months. I wouldn't 
say that there is a marked decrease. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There was an item in the 
newspaper, and I meant to cut it out, about 2 weeks ago I remember a 
representative of the filling stations estimated that there had been a 
substantial drop in gasoline sales in the District of Columbia. 

General Prentiss. May I make a comment there? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 
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General Prentiss. Gasoline revenue for the 6-month period ending 
December 31, 1953, amounted to $5,129,000, I believe, and during the 
same month last year the gasoline income was $4,896,000. It made 
difference of $129,000 increase for these past 6 months over the corre. 
sponding 6 months of last year. 

It may be that there had been a reduction in this 6 months over 
the first 6 months of 1953, but on a comparative basis of these 6 months 
to 1952, there had been an increase of $129,000. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It is true, General Prentiss, 
I believe, that there has been a falling off since the last raise. Prio 
to that time we had a 1 or 2 cent advantage over Maryland and 
Virginia, as I recall it. And General Robinson came along and he 
was going to build this out of gasoline taxes, so we got through, over 
my objection, a gasoline tax increase. I may be misinformed, but | 
have the impression that actually the sales of gasoline within the 
District of Columbia have dropped since the imposition of the 1-cent 
gasoline tax, as compared to the previous years. Am I right or wrong 
about that? 

[I am not talking about revenue, because naturally it would be 
larger. 

Mr. Harrison. You are correct in that at the time that increase 
was sought, the District estimated that we would receive a return of 
$1,250,000 in revenue. 

Senator Beaty. Additional ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Additional. Now, that was short of the penny 
revenue upon the 4-cent tax. We knew we would have a dropoff in 
gallonage, but we would receive an increase in revenue, and it did turn 
out at about that figure. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You did have a drop in 
gallonage, but an increase in revenue ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Your present gasoline tax 
is 5 cents per gallon for the District of Columbia ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Two cents to the Federal 
Government # 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And you want to raise it 
another penny ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And that will be 6 cents. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. How does that compare to 
the Maryland and Virginia gasoline tax ? 

Mr. Harrison. The Maryland gasoline tax is 6 cents, and the 
Virginia gasoline tax is 6 cents, also. 

In Virginia, before the present legislature, they are talking about 
an increase of 1 cent. We do not know how that will come out. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There are three things that 
they love to pick on: gasoline, cigarettes, and liquor. 

Senator Beant, The sales of new cars have gone up. The more 
automobiles there are, the more gasoline there is used. The tax has 
been the same in Maryland and Virginia. Does that mean they are 
just not using the automobiles? 
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Mr. Harrison. No, the truckers change their place of purchase. 

Senator Beaty. Where it is not convenient for them to pay that 
extra penny. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratt. You mean the trucks are bypassing the District 
line? i ; 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. They used to buy here. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

General Prentiss. I would like to clarify a question raised con- 
cerning the sale of gasoline. 

In the fiscal year 1952 there were 204 million gallons of gasoline 
sold. 

In fiscal year 1953 there were 198 million gallons of gasoline sold, 
a reduction of 6 million gallons. 

The tax that was collected in fiscal year 1951 was $7,851,362; in 
1952 it was $8,177,703; and in 1953 it was $9,883,140. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. When was that last 1-cent 
raise put on, in 1951 or 1953? 

General Prentiss. July 1, 1952, and it brought in $1,706,000 
additional. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The point of diminishing re- 
turns seemed pretty close on some of these things, and I thought it 
might be something to think about before you go after that additional 
penny. 

Mr. Harrison. I would like to emphasize to this committee that the 
studies which were made and which formed the basis of this program 
were conducted in accordance with modern techniques and are con- 
sidered very accurate. 

I would like at this time to present Mr. G. E. Marple, who was 
loaned to the District of Columbia by the United States Bureau of 
Public Roads, and who acted as the technical director of the work 
performed by the Regional Highway Planning Committee. Mr. 
Marple will be very brief, and then we will have Mr. Brinkley. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Before you leave, we may 
have some other questions for you, Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF GARLAND E. MARPLE, TECHNICAL DIRECTOR, 
REGIONAL HIGHWAY PLANNING COMMITTEE FOR THE WASH- 
INGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 


Mr. Marete. Mr. Chairman, my name is Garland E. Marple, and 
I am the technical director of the Regional Highway Planning Com- 
mittee for the Washington Metropolitan Area. 

Mr. Harrison has told you how the work of this committee was in- 
volved in the highway portion of the District of Columbia public 
works program. I have a very brief statement to make describing the 
traffic studies that led up to the development of that program. 

In 1948, the highway departments of the District of Columbia and 
the States of Maryland and Virginia, in cooperation with the United 
States Bureau of Public Roads, conducted a comprehensive trans- 
portation survey of the Washington metropolitan area. This survey 
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was designed specifically to provide origin and destination data for 
all types ‘of trips. 

Simple volume and classification counts are inadequate for urban 
highway planning, since traffic is forced to use such facilities as exist 
and circuitous routes are often used to avoid congestion. It is neces- 
sary to know where trips start and where they end in order to plan 
properly for new improvement. This information was provided by 
the transportation survey. 

Procedures developed by the United States Bureau of Public Roads 
were used in collecting the travel data. Similar studies have been 
made in a large number of other cities, and there is agreement among 
city and State highway authorities that they furnish the basic factual] 
data required for appraising highway needs. There is, also, agree 
ment that the methods and techniques used in obtaining the informa- 
tion give reliable results. In the case of the Washington study, the 
trip data obtained from the origin and destination survey were com- 
pared with actual ground counts on two screen lines and they were 
found to be accurate within allowable limits. 

Upon completion of the field work and the tabulation of the basic 
origin and destination data, the three highway departments entered 
into an agreement whereby the Regional Highway Planning Com- 
mittee was created. This committee was assigned the task of “formu- 
lating a highway improvement program for ‘the entire metropolitan 
area, based on the findings of the transportation study. Membership 
on the committee included representatives from the District of Colum- 
bia Department of Highways, the Maryland State Roads Commission, 
the Virginia Department of Highways, the United States Bureau of 
Public Roads, the National Capital Planning Commission, the Mili- 
tary District of Washington, and the transit companies operating in 
the metropolitan area 

Analyses were made in which the travel data were used to measure 
the service that would be rendered by a comprehensive highway system 
based on the thoroughfare plan of the National C apital Planning 
Commission. The trips recorded in the transportation study were 
examined to determine eligibility for assignment to one or more sec- 
tions of the assumed system, with travel time as the index of eligibility. 
Each trip was assigned to the route which required the least travel time 
from origin to destination. Trips thus assigned were totaled to obtain 
the potential traffic volumes for each section of the system, These 
potential volumes together with the estimated relief that would be 
provided for presently overloaded facilities were the primary criteria 
used in selecting the projects included in the program. 

The program thus developed by the regional committee has been 
published and a copy of the report will be furnished you in connection 
with subsequent testimony. 

In summary, the study of the highway needs for the Washington 
metropolitan area which was made yreparatory to the formulation 
of the improvement program was thorough. Accepted procedures 
were followed both in the collection and the analysis of the data. The 
recommended program is an integrated program, and the need for 
the improvements has been recognized by all three of the highway 
departments involved. The highw: ay improvements included in the 
public works program of the District of Columbia are in confor mity 
with the regional committee’s recommendations. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The figures which you pre- 
sent for a little area of 10 miles are completely shoe king to me because 
of the tremendous costs involved. Are we going to have any place 
to drive while you are doing all this? 

General Prentiss. I would like to make a comment on that, if I 
might. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I would be happy to hear 
that. 
| = General Prentiss. The original concept of the public works was a 
program that should be built in 6 years, and one of the reasons that the 
Cs decided it should be spread out was that we recognized 

f all of this work was to be done in 6 years’ time there would not be 
| any place to drive on the streets because they would all be torn up 

Fa by sewer, water, or highway construction. 

% We spread it over 8 years, and for financial reasons it was spread 

out 2 more years, So we will do it in 10 years, and there will be 

some interruption to traffic while it is going on. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I am sure that other members 
of the committee will want to ask some questions of you een 
I don’t know whether we are to deal with Mr. Harrison or who i 
will be. 

Senator Beaty. What is the Federal contribution from the Fed- 
eral gasoline tax to the District of Columbia? What is it in dollars 
and cents? Do you know? 

Mr. Harrison. Gasoline tax? 

Senator Bratt. From the Federal Highway Act. 

Mr. Harrison. Roughly, it amounts to about $3 million annually. 

Senator Brauu. A little over $3 million; about $3,300,000—some- 
thing like that. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratt. That $3,300,000, plus the $10 million from your 
gasoline tax means about $13 million operating for new construction 
and maintenance. I mean without any other money. 

Mr, Harrison. We have a highway fund which, by law, provides 
for highway construction and repair. It also provides for operation 
of the De partment of Vehicles and Traffic, and also proivdes for up 
to 15 percent of the salary of the uniformed Metropolitan Police force. 

Senator Bratn. You pay the uniformed police force from the gaso- 
line tax ? 

Mr. Harrison. Up to 15 percent of the cost of the force. So, in all 

yur current revenue for 1955 would be $23 million. 

Senator Beatz. Your total revenue with the Federal contributions 
of $3 million plus your gasoline tax, plus your money from other 
sources ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Beaty. What other sources do you get money from? 

Mr, Harrison, Just the highway fund and Federal aid. That is 
all. 

Senator Bratu. The Federal contribution is for new construction 
only; is it not? 

Mr. Harrison. That is right. 

Senator Beaty. They only contribute for new construction. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Beaty. And that is matching funds, and you get $3 millio 
for new construction, and you match it for new construction, with $3 
million, and that is $6 million you get for new construction within the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. The highway fund not only consists of 
gasoline taxes, but consists of other automobile revenues, such as the 
weight tax on the tags, permit fees, and assessments for curb and 
gutter, and other miscellaneous items, including automobile registra- 
tion. 

Representative Harris. You show on the projected chart in 1955 
Federal aid, that is grants, $7,679,000, and the other years $2,975,000. 
How are you going to get so much in those years? 

Mr. Harrison. It is an 1 accumulation of grants from previous years 
to be obligated that year 

Representative Harris. You are going to catch up this time? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir; it is a carryover from the past. 

If the chairman will permit, I have one other witness. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I would like to ask some 
questions about your general program, or your tentative priorities 
on the schedule. What has been the system? There have been two 
new bridges built in the District of Columbia. As long as I have got 
Maryland and Virginia here, I want to find out about some of these 
things. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. If you are thinking of getting 
any money out of us, you will be surprised. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I thought they would be glad 
to contribute to some of these bridges. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. You see, none of these rivers 
are in Virginia. 

Senator Bratt. But you said the water originates in the District 
of Columbia and washes down into Maryland, so that the District 
of Columbia has the responsibility for that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What has happened in the 
last two bridges built? Have those been built at the cost of the 
District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Harrtson. The last two bridges were the South Capitol Street 
Bridge, which is entirely within the District of Columbia, and that 
is 100 percent District of Columbia; and the northbound 14th Street 
Bridge, which was 50 percent Federal and 50 percent District. There 

yas a Federal-aid project there. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. The first bridge was the 

Capitol Street Bridge. 

Mr. Harrison. South Capitol Street Bridge. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The District of Columbia 
bore the whole burden of that? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O” Har. a of Minnesota. How much did that cost? 

Mr. Harrison. That was not a Federal-aid project. I think the 
cost was around $5 million. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That was for the benefit of 


people traveling to and from Maryland into the District of Columbia, 
or from the District into Maryland; is that right? 
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Mr. Harrison. It is 2 or 3 miles from the District of Columbia line, 
but lots of Maryland people ride over it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The north bridge, the 14th 
Street Bridge, was one in which the Federal Government contributed 
one-half of the cost. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What was the total cost of 
that bridge ? 

Mr. Harrison. The total cost of that bridge was very nearly $7 
million—within a few dollars of that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. So that the District of 
Columbia contributed three and a half million of that. 

I notice, taking up your District program, you have the East Capi- 
tal Street bridge structure of $3,300,000. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Then—I am trying to keep 
away from the paving—you have another $600,000 for the Kenilworth 
and Eastern Avenue structure. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is that a viaduct construc- 
tion type ? 

Mr. Harrison. That would be an underpass. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Underpass. 

Now, you get down to the Southwest Freeway of a little over five 
and a half million. 

Does that involve another viaduct, or what is involved ? 

Mr. Harrison. That five and a half million is the first year’s appro- 
priation. That is to start construction. The construction costs will 
be much more than that. 

It consists of the channel crossing, the widening of 10th Street to 
the bridge, and consists of several underpasses and overpasses on the 
from 10th Street, eastward to 3d Street, to South Capitol. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How much is the overall 
estimated cost of that whole project 

The reason I ask that is that I notice in 1956 for the Southwest 
Freeway the estimated cost is set up at $10,697,000. 

Mr. Harrison. If my memory is correct, it runs around twenty- 
three million. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. For the whole thing? Does 
that include the bridge? 

Mr. Harrison. It includes the bridge across the Washington 
channel. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That would enter Virginia, 
then ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. It would go across Haines Point. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Then from Haines Point, Vir- 
ginia picks it up from there; is that it? 

Mr. Harrison. No, sir. The District of Columbia line is on the 
Virginia side of the river. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. That contemplates a bridge 
at Haines Point, then ? 

Mr. Harrison. This plan contemplates connecting under the rail- 
road tracks the present 14th Street bridges and Ohio Avenue, as a part 
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of the inner loop. It is a question which has not yet been definitely 
decided. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. What are those lines across the 
river at that point? 

Mr. Harrison. They are existing bridges, and the one in the yelloy 
is the second highway bridge which has not yet been constructed. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is that in your proposal’ 
Is that completely a District proposal ? 

Mr. Harrison. That is not in this program. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. How many new bridges are 
proposed in this program ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. We have the one large bridge, which will serv 
the central area of Washington, plus the channel crossing at the 
Southwest Freeway, which is a bridge, and there are several 
other grade separations and structures of that type. There’s onl; 
one large bridge to serve the central area. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And where would that 
cross‘ Roosevelt Island, or in that vicinity ? 

Mr. Marrte. That would be our preference. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What are you going to do 
with Roosevelt Island ? 

Mr. Marpte. It will remain as it is. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The bridge on it, though, 
would be improved. 

Is it going to be humanly possible to spend all this money for these 
various freeways and projects ? 

Of course, that freeway is a pretty costly structure, is it not? 

Mr. Harrison. This program holds freeway construction to a mini- 
mum. We recommend the Southwest Freeway, which is expensive, 
and we are recommending increasing the capacity in the Rock Creek 
and Potomac Parkway, from Connecticut Avenue to Calvert Street. 

They are the only freeways in the whole program. The rest of the 
program is the widening operations. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any questions! 

Representative Tatie. I was wondering if you are going to push 
this program so fast people can’t drive in the streets. 

Mr. Harrison. That would be unwise, sir. We will not do so. I 
am sure we can get along with traffic, within the 10-year period. 

Representative Tarte. That is all. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith, Mr. Harris. 

Representative Harris. No questions. Thank you. 

Mr. Harrison. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to present Mr. D. S. 
Brinkley, who is the Highway Planning Engineer for the Department 
of Highways. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right. 


STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS §S. BRINKLEY, PLANNING ENGINEER, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 


Mr. Brinxiey. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee. 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Will you state your full name 
for the record ¢ 
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Mr. Brryxtey. Douglas S. Brinkley, Planning Engineer, Depart- 
ment of Highways, District of Columbia. 

Our planned continuity has been somewhat disrupted, sir, and I will 
make an effort not to repeat anything that has been said by previous 
witnesses in regard to the Department of Highways program. 

The graphic justifications for the highway improvement portion of 
the public works program have been divided into two sections. 

Section 1 is intended to acquaint or reacquaint the members of this 
committee with the traffic congestion problem that exists within the 
District of Columbia and to point out the factors which contribute to 
this problem. 

Section 2 will be a description of the highway improvement pro- 
gram that has been designed to alleviate these conditions. 

The members of this committee are fully aware of the traffic conges- 
tion problem that exists on Washington streets and are equally aware 
of the effects that overloaded traffic arteries have on the economy of 
adjacent properties. 

If traffic pressures are not relieved, business begins to shift and 
former productive areas begin to experience blight. 

It is imperative that adequate traffic circulation be provided in this 
city through an improved streets system. 

The District of Columbia occupies a rather small geographical area. 

Of the total 30,688 acres, only 14,665 are tax producing, less than 
one-half of the total area; and from the small central business district, 
bounded by 5th Street, 19th Street, Pennsylvania Avenue, and N 
Street NW., comprising less than 2 percent of the District of Columbia, 
we derive almost 20 percent of our total tax return. 

It is also here that we experience one of our most critical traffic 
problems. Maintaining this and other major traffic generating areas 
in a sound economic state is of major importance. 

This can best be accomplished by providing an adequate connecting 
highway network that will guarantee traffic and pedestrians a satis- 
factory freedom of movement. 

To illustrate the factors that contribute to the present traffic picture, 
we have prepared a series of charts. 

The first is one showing the actual increase in population since 1920, 
with a forecast for the years 1962 and 1972. 

You will notice that the chart deals with population in the metro- 
politan area rather than just that of the District of Columbia. The 
reasons for this are obvious. The city of Washington is the focal 
point of the entire area and our streets carry almost as many vehicles 
of Virginia and Maryland registration as of local registration. 
Boundary lines have no meaning when dealing with traffic. 

The blue figures represent the actual increases from the year 1920 
to 1952 and indicate that from the year 1920, when we had a 572,000 
population in the metropolitan area, we have almost tripled by the 
year 1952, 179 percent increase, to a population of 1,593,000 persons. 

The 10-year period from 1940 to 1950 showed the greatest increase, 
a 51 percent gain, and in 2 years from 1950 to 1952 almost 9 percent 
additional. 

Our forecast for the next 20 years is an additional 25 percent—by 
1972 2 million persons in the metropolitan area of Washington. 
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This estimate is in substantial agreement with estimates made by 
others in the planning field, dealing with the metropolitan area of 
Washington. 

Of course, as population grows motor-vehicle registration increases 
and we experience higher degrees of concentration and delays to 
motorists. 

Chart No. 2—vehicular volumes—is merely intended to indicate 
the increased usage of our present street system from the year 1940 
through 1952 by years. 

This shows that in 1940 the counts that were made at 16 permanent 
traffic counting stations, from 351,000, total trips crossing these sta- 
tions in a normal 24-hour day, have increased in 1952 to 608,000 trips, 
passing the same stations, an increased usage of our streets system of 
«3 percent. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is the total in the 12 
years of all these stations, 16 stations ? 

Mr. Brinxkuey. That is the average daily increase, sir, from the year 
1940 to 1952. 

Representative O’Hara of Minneesota. Taken from the various 16 
points ? 

Mr. Brrnxiey. From the same 16 points; yes, sir. 

Now, this is a matter of interest. 

We thought perhaps you would like to see where those stations are 
located in the District of Columbia. So, we prepared this chart. 

The large red dots indicate the locations of 16 stations. 

You will notice all the Potomac River crossings and the Anacostia 
River crossings, as well as principal radials to downtown streets, have 
been included in this count. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You have given considera- 
tion to the traffic moving of cars. What about consideration in this 
program for parking places? 

Mr. Brinker. That, no doubt, sir, and improved mass transit are 
very important adjuncts to a successful highway improvement pro- 
gram. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have they been considered 
at all? 

Mr. Brinkiey. They have been considered in this respect: that we 
will need the improvements to the highway system that has been pro- 
posed in this program, whether or not there is anything done to im- 
prove mass transit or the parking facilities in the critical areas. 

We must have the program that has been proposed to accommodate 
today’s needs and the needs that will develop within the next 10 years 
or the construction period of this proposed program. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I feel sorry for some of these 
people who have to work and shop in the District of Columbia. There 
is just no place for them to park sometimes. 

Mr. Brinker. That is very true. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is a very, very critical 
thing. 

Mr. Brryxxey. There is at present a parking program, Mr. Chair- 
man, that you are probably familiar with, that is being geared to fit 
into the highway-improvement program. However, they have not 
been considered in the estimates of the needs 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you mean we have to wait 
for 10 years before we—— 

Mr. Brryxtey. Not necessarily. We anticipate some action by the 
Motor Vehicle Parking Agency very quickly. 

There has been some discussion of it in recent editions of the paper, 
with regard to fringe-parking lots, and things of that sort that they 
are making some effort to develop. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is that private development 
or municipal development ? 

Mr. Brrvxxey. I don’t think that has been a hundred percent 
solved, sir, or any concrete decision, reached in that regard, whether 
it will be done by the city or done by private interests. 

I’m not fully prepared to answer all the questions involving 
parking. 

Chart No. 2: Here again is just an illustration of what happens by 
increased traffic loads. 

The background of the chart represents the impact of the growing 
suburbs. 

Traffic volume counts were again made, and at this time at all of 
the principal radials entering the District of Columbia at the District 
line, as they enter the city proper. Traffic counts made at those sta- 
tions show that since 1947 there has been a 60-percent increase in 
the number of vehicular trips crossing the District lines. 

These figures are for an average 24-hour weekday and show that 
from 1947, 358,600 trips crossing the District line, the daily average 
in 1952 was 573,450 trips, a 60-percent increase since 1947. 

There is also shown on this chart the mounting number of reported 
traffic accidents since 1947, and since 1949 the record of property 
damage resulting from these accidents. 

In 1952 alone this property damage figure was well over $7 million. 

Nothing can prevent aoe totals from rising at a steeper rate except 
increased capacities and safety features that can be built into our 
highway system through a sound engineering program. 

On the next chart, by extending the traffic count chart that appeared 
previously, to the years 1962 and 1972, we show what we can expect 
in 1972 when our population in the metropolitan area begins to ap- 
proach the 2 million persons forecast. From the present daily load 
of 573,450 trips crossing the District lines, to 850,000 trips in 1972, a 
50-percent increase over the present loads. 

Now, our final offering under section 1 of this presentation is to call 
your attention to several sets of 8-by-10 photographs I would like 
to distribute to members of the committee. 

(The photographs referred to are as follows :) 
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Northbound lanes at the Highway Bridge at 14th Street. 
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Northbound approach to Memorial Bridge. 
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Sousa Bridge at Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 
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Northbound approaches to South Capitol Street Bridge. 
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Memorial Bridge. 





South Capitol Street looking north. 
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Anacostia Bridge at 11th Street SE. 


Maine Avenue SW., east of 14th Street. 
42387— 54-9 





er 





124 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Brrvxey. I might say at this time that there will be copies 
and reproductions of all of these charts made available for the record, 

(The charts referred to have been placed in the files of the House 
District Committee. ) 

Mr. Brinxiey. These photographs are typical driving conditions 
that are experienced daily in and around Washington. Any normal 
business day will find a congestion situation such as this. 

These traffic tieups cost car owners millions of dollars each year in 
lost time, wasted fuel, and vehicular depreciation. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I presume the pictures were 
generally taken at the peak-load times. 

Mr. Brinktey. At the peak hours. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mornings and evenings? 

Mr. Brtnxtey. That is when we have our principal difficulty. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I am sure the members of 
the committee have been on these streets and have seen this, too. 

Mr. Brinkuey. I am sure they are quite familiar, sir. 

Senator Brau. I see it every day. 

Mr. Brrn«iey. In presenting section 2 we will describe the high- 
Wway-improvement program that has been recommended by the 
Regional Highway Planning Committee, adopted by the District of 
Columbia, Department of Highways, and approved by the Board of 
Commissioners. 

Before doing so, I would like to preface my remarks with this 
statement: I wish to impress the committee with the fact that we are 
not requesting approval of the specific projects that appear on the 
maps you are about to see or that are individually described in the 
brochure that has been distributed to you. 

We are merely asking that you recognize the existence of a serious 
traffic problem in the District of Columbia and that you will authorize 
this proposal or a similiar program as a corrective measure. 

There are no doubt many of the projects outlined herein that do 
not bear the unanimous operons of all the agencies concerned with 
planning the future of Washington, with respect to either location or 
design. In fact,.some members of this committee may have objections 
to one or more of the projects you will see. ; 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. If I may interrupt you right 
there, I have been wondering whether, if we passed this bill, it would 
authorize the controversial E Street bridge. 

Mr. Brrnxxey. No, sir. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. You are providing for it in 
here. 

Mr. Brinker. We are providing for this because—— 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. You are providing for the 
amount of money you are going to spend for it and if you ever get 
the battle of bridges into this thing—and I want to help you—you 
are not going to get anywhere. 

General Prentiss. I think, Mr. Congressman, this authorization is 
for a method of financing the program, and we are not asking for the 
approval of the specific project. | 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. I think we ought to be careful 
about that. 
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General Prentiss. But each year as we come in for our budget, 
with our budget estimate, we will be seeking for the authority for 
specific projects. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. This doesn’t commit the Con- 
gress to any one specific project ? 

General Prentiss. No. 

Mr. Brinxtey. No, sir; that is not our proposal. 

You are reminded that the proposals shown and described are, in 
the opinion of the authors of the regional report and in the opinion 
of the Department of Highways of the District of Columbia, so located 
and designed as to afford the greatest. amount of relief from traffic 
congestion and still remain within economic limits. However, it may 
be possible to use substitute locations for some of the projects shown, 
provided the same traffic service is maintained. 

As each project is developed in the planning stages, all of the local 
agencies concerned will have a voice in the design and the location; 
and as they are submitted for inclusion in future appropriation bills, 
the proper congressional committees will have ample opportunity for 
review. 

Now, at the risk of repeating some of the remarks that Mr. Harrison 
made in his statement, I would just like to call your attention to this 
large map that you will find a duplicate of in the jacket in the rear 
page of that brochure. It is the entire metropolitan area improve- 
ment program that will show the integrated system of highways be- 
tween Maryland, Virginia and extending into the District of 
Columbia. 

The red routes are intended to indicate the immediate needs and the 
blue the future needs or needs that will develop during the construc- 
tion period of the red. 

The wide band surrounding the area is the circumferential route 
that has been proposed to serve this area. 

This green line is the location of the new Baltimore-Washington 
Parkway. 

In an effort to conserve time, I would like to just briefly discuss the 
District of Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Before you get away from 
the large chart, there may be some questions. 

Senator Beall. 

Senator Beaty. I was just wondering where the connection is to 
the proposed new 240 that we hear some little discussion about. 

Mr. Brinktey. This is 240. This is northwest of Rockville, where 
the split occurs, going down and leading into a portion of the circum- 
ferential route, and at the time this plan was prepared, projected down 
to the East-West Highway, the western leg was to come down as far 
as River Road and hit as far as Goldsboro Road and then shift off 
on Massachusetts Avenue. That is the red stage. The blue is the 
added improvement of River Road to the District line. This blue 
section is to improve the roadway to Cabin John and the crossing of 
theriverat that point. 

Now, with respect to the District of Columbia connection to U. S. 
240, that would be in a future stage and subject to a considerable 
amount of study. As a matter of fact, we don’t know exactly how 
Maryland proposes to handle their eastern leg. 
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Senator Beaty. That is coming into the District ? 

Mr. Brinxiey. Coming into the District; yes, sir. 

Senator Breatn. From Rockville? 

Mr. Brinktey. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. What is the status of this proposed route 
around the perimeter ? 

Mr. Brinxiey. The circumferential here has been approved by the 
State of Maryland for construction from the new Baltimore-Wash- 
ington Parkway over as far as the eastern leg of 240, or in the neigh- 
borhood of Rock Creek Parkw: ay extended. 

Now, that will be the first section done by Maryland. There will be 
other sections during that construction period in which right-of-way 
will be obtained and the final studies completed. 

The reason this is shown in rather a broad band is because of the 
fact that the exact location has not been firmly tied down in all cases. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is the ideal of the road 
builders, to have such a highway around the metropolitan area ¢ 

Mr. Brinxiey. That is accepted practice. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is the dark red portion the 
only portion where there is some certainty, or is there some certainty 
as to the rest of it ? 

Mr. Brrnxuiey. There is a good deal of certainty with respect to 
that section there. Maryland is including the acquisition of right- 
of-way in their first 4-year program. 

Senator Bratn. They have acquired some of that, haven’t they ? 

Mr. BrinkKLey. They have acquired some of it; yes, sir, and they are 
acquiring the rest of it to complete that section, and we look for ear ly 
construction on it. 

Senator Bratt. Approximately what is the distance in mileage in 
that heavy red in Maryland ? 

Mr. Brrunxiey. I would say roughly just about 10 miles. 

Senator Bratu. Ten miles. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other questions 
before we leave that, gentlemen ? 

You may proceed, Mr. Brinkley 

Mr. Brryxuey. The smaller map shows the District of Columbia 
portion of the metropolitan area program, and the part shown in red 
indicated as immediate needs on the large map are here broken down 
into other colors, indicating that there will be different phases of con- 
struction. They are designed to fit one into the other, so that we will 
have an orderly sequence to the construction, so that we won’t have 
too much conflict on our city streets during this construction stage. 

Mr. Harrison has gone over these, but I will just briefly go over 
them once again. 

The red figures, the red routes, rather, show such projects as the 
East Capitol Street Bridge, with the Kenilworth Avenue connection 
to the Washington- Baltimore Parkw ay, the extension of East Capitol 
Street to the District and the connection with the George N. Palmer 
Highway in Maryland, and New York Avenue extension from 
Bladensburg Road eastward, also connected to Washington-Baltimore 
Parkway, and the western approaches to the East Capitol Street 
bridge. 
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Phase 2, indicated in the light blue, is a preparation of the down- 
town street system—that is the most critical area in the District of 
Columbia—to receive additional traffic. 

Among those routes, probably the most important is the Inner-Belt 
Route. 

As Mr. Harrison indicated, there are about 25 percent of all trips 
approaching the downtown area of Washington that have no desire to 
go into that area, but do so because the routing at the present time is 
more advantageous to them, easier for them, because there is no bypass 
route available to them. 

The other blue projects within this downtown area are improve- 
ments of the existing city streets by conversion to one-way operation 
and by widening. : 

Now, as that downtown area is prepared for more traffic, we shift 
to phase No. 3, which is shown in the dark green, and they are the 
principal radials leading to the downtown area. 

After we have sufficient additional capacity in the central portion, 
we will be able to bring additional volume into the area. 

The fourth phase is the crosstown route from Rock Creek Park to 
Michigan Avenue in the vicinity of Catholic University, traversing 
the southern portions of the United States Soldiers Home, and is a 
very important and much needed route to relieve the heavy congestion 
through that area of town. 

The fifth phase is relatively unimportant, in that it deals with 
several isolated projects, one a major route through Deanwood, in 
the far northeast, into Maryland; also, connecting George N. Palmer 
Highway with this Kenilworth Avenue project. 

Another isolated project is the grade separation structure at Penn- 
sylvania Avenue and Minnesota Avenue SE, and that was arranged 
for in the original design of the channelization project, but was never 
built because at the time of construction traffic did not warrant it. 

Now, if there are no questions on this part of the presentation, on 
this chart, Mr. Chairman, we have just one more which will take about 
3 minutes and we will be through. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions im 
ennection with this chart? 

You may proceed with the next chart, please. 

Mr. Brinker. This is what we have deeoribed as a traffic capacity 
diagram, and we have selected the major radial routes leading into 
the critical area. 

The area that is surrounded by these lines here indicates the location 
of the route we referred to as the inner-belt route. 

Major radial highways leading into the central section have at the 
present time the capacities indicated here in blue. 

Now, the yellow shows what we can expect these streets to carry 
after the improvements are made under the program that has been 
recommended. 

_ From the north and the west we add about 26.2 percent to the capac- 
ity of the-existing streets by improvement to those streets. And by, 
in at least one case, a new route. 

From the east, from across the Anacostia River, we increase the 
capacity by almost 49 percent, and from the south or from Virginia, 
across the Potomac River, over 56 percent. 
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Now, this is what we can expect from our recommended highway 
improvement program with respect to increased capacities on the 
major radials approaching the downtown area of Washington, and 
upon completion of this highway improvement program or its equiva 
lent we will have made a major contribution to the solution of one of 
Washington’s most acute problems, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Brinkley. 

Mr. Brrnxiey. I thank you, sir. That is all I have. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Brinkley. 

Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. Harrison. Unless there are any questions, Mr. Chairman, that 
is our presentation. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. You have every- 
thing in the record you want ? 

Mr. Harrison. I believe so. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think the committee would 
like to’ procéed, gentlemen, to the presentation on the part of Mr. 
Sharpe and the Board of Education, and Dr. Corning, Superinténdent 
of Schools, with reference to the justification of the school projects. 

Mr. Sharpe, will you and Dr. Corning come forward ? 

Mr. C. Mervin Suarre. Mr. Chairman, in the conservation of time, 
which is important this afternoon, I am going to ask Dr. Corning and 
his assistants if they will present the facts. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Sharpe. 

Dr. Corning, we are all interested in not only the schools here in the 
District, but we are interested in the conservation of time. Do you 
have a prepared statement ? 


STATEMENT OF DR. HOBART M. CORNING, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES N. ZELLERS, ASSISTANT TO 
THE SUPERINTENDENT IN CHARGE OF BUSINESS AFFAIRS; AND 
JOHN RIECKS, ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT IN CHARGE OF 
BUILDINGS‘ AND GROUNDS 


Dr. Cornrne. I can keep my statement in the 30 minutes’ time 
allotted to me, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. But you don’t have a written 
statement ? 

Dr. Cornrno. I have several items to present for the record, but not 
« written statement. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Dr. CorntnG. I would like to state that, in addition to Mr. Sharpe, 
we have here Mr. Charles Zellers, assistant to the Superintendent in 
charge of business affairs, and Mr. John Riecks, Associate Superin- 
tendent in charge of buildings and grounds. 

We in the schools are interested in 52 projects. The total cost is 
estimated at $34,656,000. 

Before justifying any of those projects, I would like to give you 
several statements of background information, which I think may 
assist 'you in evaluating this entire program. 
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y Our needs are occasioned by several things. First, the backlog of 
e needs that has developed over the years due, first of all, to wartime 
l building restrictions and to postwar building limitations; also, our 
needs have accumulated because of insufficient annual appropriations 
f for capital expenditure. 
a I would like to submit at this time, if I may, for the record a history 
. of those appropriations, as requested, and the amounts actually appro- 
ye  « . 
é pr jated for the construction of school buildings and the acquisition of 
$ sites. 
Bs (The data referred to is as follows :) 
§ 
i t{ppropriations requested for capital outlay, public schools of the District of 
i Columbia, 1947-54 
Amounts re- 
quested by | Amountsap-| Percent of 
Board of | propriated requested 
Education for capital appropria- 
| forcapital | outlay tion 
outlay 
vay 5 deciatiahliaraatc ; | 
1947 | 
Furniture and equipment $452, 000 $189, 500 
Construction . . 5, 571, 980 2, 207,680 |_...__.. 
CUR. we thiiringcocdans 501, 500 296, 200 | _.- 
Total__... af _6, 525, 480 480 | 2, 783, 380 | 42. 65 
1948: nm F Masia Prk 
J Furniture and equipment 819, 000 600, 000 , Paes ee 
4 Construction 6, 750, 000 3, 219, 230° |... ‘ 
a Sites 1, 000, 000 450,000 |-____ 
a Total. 8, 569, 000 4, 269, 230 | 49. 82 
1M9 Ll pr as ae 
Furniture and equipment 944, 000 | 420,000 |... 
Construction 8, 660, 000 4, 495, 683 
Sites 1, 996, 000 | | 50, 000 
Total i, 600, 000 4, 965, 683 | 42. 81 
1950 4 = i eee 
Furniture and equipment 516, 100 420,000 |__..-.-- 
Construction 2, 065, 350 | 2, 300, 250 
Sites a j | iets 
Total 2, 581, 450 2, 720, 250 | 105. 38 
1951 Ss 2 ee eee 
Furniture and equipment 634, 100 314,000 |_____. ities 
Construction 6, 152, 550 4, 100, 500 
Sites 2, 925, 000 } 320, 000 
Total 9,711,4 650 | 4, 734, 500 48.7 
1952 eee a 
Furniture and equipment 866, 400 741, 600 ae 
Construction 6, 981, 000 6, 285, 750 |_...__.- 
f j Sites. 1, 295, 000 | 
Tevet. ..d-<., % 142, 400. | 7, 027, 350. | 76. 87 
1953 oe yin. Fert 
Furniture and oe 504, 972 47,000 
Construction _ 4 9, 763, 528 900, 000 | 
Sites Amines 4 1, 738, 500 104, 000 | 
ates «| x. tn 12, 007, 000 | 1, 051, 000 8.75 
1954 Sarees | 7 
Furniture and Se 554, 450 | 161, 700 
Construction _ _ 7, 785, 550 | 2, 522, 300 
Sites 1, 495, 000 | 505, 000 
Tee. as5 1. x 9, 835, 000 3, 189, 000 32. 42 





Fiscal limitation imposed by Commissioners did not permit normal requests. 
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Dr. CorninG. You will observe that beginning in 1947 and running 
down the subsequent years we came out with appropriations totaling 
these percentages—42.65 in 1947; 49.82 the next year; 42.81 the next 
year. The next year we got a little bit more than we asked—105 per 
cent; the next year 48.75; 76.87; in 1953, 8.75; and in 1954, 32.42. 

In commenting on that, may I say the Board screens the projects 
very carefully before we request them and subsequent cuts have been 
made, undoubtedly because of the necessity of staying within revenues 
of the District. 

Another situation which has caused our needs to accumulate is the 
pay-as-you-go policy which has resulted, of course, in bond»<dssues 
and no indebtedness, and that is most desirable. However, it has re- 
sulted in the elimination of critically needed projects because of the 
necessity of staying within current revenues for the current year. 

In addition to that, I think you should be advised of some of the 
population changes which have taken place, as measured by school 
enrollments. 

In the first place, the total enrollments in the schools have increased 
very markedly. Asa matter of fact, in 1930 there was something ove: 
78,000 children in the schools; in 1953, 103,000, an inerease in that 
period of time of 32.3 percent. 

But it isn’t only the increase—and that’s due, if I may say, to two 
things, as we'see it: It is due, first of all, to the numbers of people 
moving into the District of Columbia. It is due also to the number 
of babies born in the District of Columbia. 

I would like to submit for the record at this time, if I may, a review 
of the numbers ofjbabies born in the District of Columbia, white and 
nonwhite, and the total. 

(The statistical data referred to is as follows :) 


Number of resident live births in the District of Columbia, 1940-53 


oe - ————————— 











| ed War aa | 
Year | White |Nonwhite| Total | Year | White |Nonwhite| Total 
$$ |__| —___;_ wa) 
| | | 
100 ~cansaiieenxsd 6,829 | 4,083 10,912 || 1947................| 12,2] 7,501 19, 71 
ONG ts hae 7,794} . 4,602 12,306 || 1948................| 11,300] 7,964 19, 273 
1942 | 9,429/ 5,022] 14, 451 || 1949 Sie 10, 154 8, 104 18, 258 
1943 10,321] 5,214] 15,535 || 1950.....-.-...__- 9, 489 8, 610 18, 099 
9004 ae 9,740| 5,321 | eee 9, 262 9, 0862 18, 324 
BON ocean dcil 9,865} 5,125 14,909 || 1052................] 8,931 9, 420 18, 35) 
1946____- 11,279} 6, 303 17, 682 || 1953................| 8,716] 10,247 18, 963 
|| 





Note.—Figures obtained from the District of Columbia Bureau of Vital Statistics. 





Dr. Cornine. On that table which, by the way, is reduced to a 
chart, with the blue lines indicating the numbers of babies born of 
white parents and the red lines indicating the numbers of babies born 
of colored parents, you will notice, and I would like to give you a per- 
centage figure there which I think is important, that the white births 
have increased by 27.6 percent in that period of years, but the colored 
births have increased 150 percent, 151 percent, really, in that period 
of time, a total increase in colored births of 6,164, as in comparing 
1940 with 1953. Total births altogether of District residents have 
increased 73.78 percent. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is the situation, Dr. 
Corning, as to the school population enrollment ? 
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Dr. Corntne. I am coming to that, sir. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You are coming to that? 
Dr. Cornina. Yes, sir. May I say it in sequence? 

Another very definite problem which we have is the development of 
new areas in the city. 

I would like to refer back to this map, if I may, this being the 
Anacostia River, and you have undoubtedly driven over there and are 
aware of the fact that that section of the city is all new development, 
with tremendous housing projects established there, and concentrat- 
ing school population in an area which has had heretofore practically 
no schools or, if they had any, they were designed for a very limited, 
almost rural population. 

While we have this map here, may I call a circumstance 

Representative Harris. What does each one of those represent ? 

Dr. Corntng. Well, I am coming to that, too. I'll tell you, though. 
It is the transfer of schools from white to colored use, but I would like 
to come to it in just a moment, if I may. 

Here I would like to call to your attention the difference in the 
location of people according to race. 

From approximately this point, up to the District line, the popula- 
tion is almost 100 percent Negro, and the schools in that area are 
colored schools. 

From that point, approximate point, on down, and right sharply 
to this point, the population is almost 100 percent white, with prac- 
tically no Negroes, and then there is a band in here that is almost 
100 percent Negro again, and when we get below St. Elizabeths the 
population is all white population. 

I give you that at this time because it bears upon other points that 
I would hke to raise later in this discussion. 

Now, you asked about the enrollment of schools. The shifting 
ratios between the races is one of our more serious problems. 

For some time now the white population, school; population, has 
been dropping, and the colored population hasbeen increasing 
tremendously. | 

Since 1945-the white enrollments in the schools has ‘dropped 9.5 per- 
cent. In the same period of time the colored population in the schools 
has increased 51.2 percent, which gives you something of an idea of 
the changing nature of the population so far as the school enrollment 
measures it. 

At the present time there are 14,000 more colored children in the 
public schools of Washington than there are white children. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What are the total figures, 
Doctor, of white and colored ? 

[ think the committee would be interested in that. 

Mr. Zetiers. 103,700. 

Dr. Corning. That is the total enrollment. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And the division is what, 
the actual division ? 

Dr. Corntne. You have it by actual division ? 

Mr. Zeviters. No; it is 57 percent. 

Dr. Corntna. Fifty-seven percent is colored. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Colored ? 
Dr. Corntno. Yes, sir. 
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That is background information I think you need to have in order 
to evaluate this ‘suggested program of ours. 

Now, the results of all this, that is, the backlog of needs and the 
population changes, have left results in terms of critical shortages, 
drastic curtailment and limitation of children’s education. 

We have had to resort to extreme overcrowding in the schools, to 
half-day sessions, periodically changing first one division and then 
in the other, in varying numbers as the years go by. 

We have had on many occasions to make use of very flimsy, tempo 

rary buildings. As a matter of fact, we have two in use right now 
that were built years and years ago. One of them I am going to show 
you today. 

We have had to convert space in buildings that was not designed for 
classrooms, such as storerooms, shower rooms, lunchrooms, play areas, 
and assembly rooms for classroom purposes. 

The next point which I think you would want to have in mind is 
that the school board has maintained a consistent policy of making 
the very best utilization of school properties that are now in exist- 
ence in order to avoid new construction and, because of all these popu- 
lation changes that have taken place, the Board of Edueation, on my 
recommendation, has transferred, since 1947, 20 buildings from divi- 
sion 1 to division 2, that is, from the white to the colored division of 
the schools. The total capacity of those buildings is 10,770. 

I should like to submit for the record a list of those buildings and 
to call to your attention among them-are some of the largest and some 
of the finest buildings that we have in the District of Columbia. 

(The list of buildings transferred from division 1 to 2 division 2 is as 


follows :) 


Buildings transferred from Division I to Division 2 from July 1, 1947, through 
Feb. 1, 1954 


Date trans- 








Date trans- 


School ferred Capacity School ferred Capacity 
Pierce July 1,1947 238 Meee i ITO ld July 1,1951 432 
Taylor pee on 288 pn Junior High. Aug. 1,1951 1, 224 
Hayes Dec. 1, 1947 288 || River Terrace...........] Jan. 16, 1952 324 
ais 3b ok 5-8) de. 288 || Madison _ ____..--..2s.-. Feb, . 4, 1952 288 
Webb... do 288 Fairbrother ..| July 1, 1952 2S 
Lenox. do. 288 Eliot Junior High _- Aug. 1, 1952 918 
8. J. Bowen do. . 468 Bryan _ : --| Aug. 1,1953 648 
Park View_.............| July 1, 1949 | 936 || Noyes......-...---- poclennattttiauel 360 
Central High... ....._.. Aug. 1, 1950 | 2,400 || Kenilworth-. ..| Feb. 1, 1954 | 180 
Ludlow. _....-......-..-] Jan. 29, 1951 238 || |—___— 
Maury -.-- LS 216 se] 288 || We did Sdcdlak. SA cid ds cise sat 10, 770 


Dr. Corntne. The map that you referred to, Congressman Harris, 
indicates the location of those 20 schools that have been transferred 
from division 1 to division 2. 

I think the question undoubtedly in the minds of all of you is: 
What effect on this building program would there be should the 
Supreme Court order the integration of the schools? 

I am here to assure you that the possible effect of that has been 
very carefully studied by all of the school officers, by the Board of 
Education, has been discussed with the Commissioners, and I’m also 
here to assure you that each project has been critically reviewed, item 
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by item, and of the 52 projects in our program there’s only one which 
possibly might be affected should the schools become integrated, and 
that’s a school I will refer to later in the northeast section of the city, 
a junior high school for colored students. Should integration come, 
it is possible that project could be eliminated; but I’m calling your 
attention to the fact that is on priority No. 31 and would not come 
into the program until 1960, so that the uncertainties of the situation 
should be known well in advance of beginning operations on that 
project. 

All other projects are of absolute necessities, whether we operate 
on a segregated or an integrated basis. 

There are many schools, as in the areas of the city I have just 
pointed out, where the population i is pretty well segregated according 
to where people live. They will not be immediately affected by 
integration, anyway, and it is in those sections primarily where our 
greatest congestion exists. 

In areas where the population is mixed, that is, in the central area 
of the city, particularly around this area here, there either is no 
project in ‘this program or there is no surplus space, so that it would 
not help us if integration should come. 

Now, in the limited amount of time given me I couldn't possibly 
justify for you all of the 52 projects and, in order to save your time 
and make it possible for me to cover the subject reason: ably well, I 
have reduced the various projects to categories and I would like to 
submit for the record at this time and place i in your hands a descrip- 
tion of the various categories into which these projects have been 
grouped, 

(The data referred to is as follows:) 


Summary of Board of Education public works projects 


Amount Percent 
New construction due to population increases and shifts 
Division 1, 9 projects _ i $5, 764, 600 
Division 2, 11 projects _ --- ’ 10, 415, 200 
16, 179, 800 46.7 
= 
Replacement and/or expansion of existing facilities: 
Division 1, 3 projects ‘ 2, 625, 000 
Division 2, 6 projects. __. 10, 509, 960 
13, 134, 960 37.9 
Construction to complete existing plant 
Division 1, 5 projects - - - . 1, 050, 000 
Division 2, 10 projects. -_--- ae 3, 186, 000 
4, 236, 000 12.2 
Supplementary sites: 
Division 1, 3 projects. _.....- om o<mb . $230, 240 
Division 2, 5 projects__...-- : nie : : 875, 000 
SN Uidlinenddinedhammsninnnae= nuk Betand 1, 105, 240 | 3.2 


Grand total... .. manana hie eee ; ; 34, 656, 000 100. 0 
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New construction due to population increases and shifts 








Priority Project Amount 
1 | New elementary school, vicinity Stanton and Elvans Rds. SE (2) eile $450, 000 
2 | New elementary school, vicinity 56th and East Capitel Sts. (2) 350, 000 
4 | Patterson Elementary School addition, South Capitol and Danbury Sts. SE. (1) } 295, 000 
5 | Draper Elementary School addition, 9th and Wahler Place SF. (1) 233, 600 
6 | New junior high school, vicinity 4th and Mississippi Ave. SE. (1) 2, 405, 600 
7 | New junior high school, vicinity 42d and Grant Sts. NE. (2) 2, 409, 200 
8 | Shepherd Elementary School addition, 14th St. and Kalmia Rd. NW. (1) 230, 400 
10 | New elementary school, 6th and Riggs Rd. NE (1) 500, 000 
11 | New elementary school, vicinity 1300 8 St. NW. (2)_- | 1,045, 000 
13 | Eliot Junior High School addition, 18th and B Sts. NE. (2) ‘ " | 756, 000 
15 | Anacostia Senior High School addition, 15th and R Sts. SE. (1) | 560, 000 
17 | Garfield Elementary School addition, 25th St. and Alabama Ave. SE. (2) Neel 850. 000 
19 | Mann Elementary School addition, 44th and 45th and Newark Sts. NW. (1)_-- 520, 000 
21 | Randle Highlands Elementary School addition, 30th and R Sts. SE. (2) 645, 000 
22 | Lafayette Elementary School addition, Broad Branch Rd. and Northampton St. | 
NW. (1)-. | 340, 000 
26 | 8. J. Bowen Elementary School addition, 3d and K Sts. SW. (2) _- | 620, 000 
29 | Giddings Elementary School addition, G St. between 3d and 4th Sts. SE (2) 570, 000 
31 | Phelps Vocational High School alterations, 24th and Benning Rd. NE (2) 170, 000 
32 | New junior high school for Northeast area (2) -.. | 2,550, 000 
33 | New elementary school in Kimball School area, 31st St. between F and G Sts. 
E (1)-- sb SSadebedadcdudb’s Z 680, 000 
Total___-..- nies eset i butbasseteecas peeaenge ewes 16, 179, 800 
i ———— 
Percent of total public eohecl PrOgrenmt... . ... oka se ccc ciec cece pene ccen ec ctebevcess 46.7 
Replacement and/or expansion of existing facilities 
Priority Project Amount 
3 | Amidon, Greenleaf, Jefferson Elementary School replacement, between G and 
H and 6th and 7th Sts. SW. (1) $1, 325, 000 
9 | Van Ness Elementary School replacement, vicinity 7th and I. Sts. SE (2) ; 812, 000 
12 | Health Elementary School addition, 13th and Allison Sts. NW (1) 350, 000 
14 | Phelps Vocational High School replacement, Mount Olivet Rd. and Holbrook 
St. NE (2) 3, 000, 000 
18 | New elementary school north of Massachusetts Ave. and west of North Copstel 
St. (D.......- : 920, 000 
20 | Shaw Junior High School replacement, 6th, 7th and O and P Sts. NW. (2) 2, 475, 000 
27 | M. M. Washington Vocational High School addition, O St. between North C: apitol | 
| and Ist Sts, NW (2) | 2, 230, 000 
33 | Stevens Elementary School replacement, 2ist, K and L Sts. NW. (2) } 1,072, 990 
34 | Seaton Elementary School replacement, I St. between 2d and 3d Sts. NW (1) | 950, 000 
Total... welut _...} 18, 134, 960 
tea 





| Peréerit of total public séhool program 


Construction to complete existing plant (priorities 16, 23, 26, 29, and 35 to 45, 





inclusive ) 

Priority Project | Amount 
16 Randall Junior High School addition, Ist and I Sts. SW. (2)---- sovekentege $160, 000 
23 Calvin Coolidge High School Stadium (1) ven 350, 000 
26 Dunbar High Schoo] addition, Ist and N Sts. NW. (2) 1, 000, 000 
29 | Browne Junior High School Addition, 24th St.and Benning “Rd. NE. as | 310, 000 
35 Slowe Elementary School addition, 14th and Jackson Sts. NE. (2)__ | 300, 000 
36 | Garrison Elementary School addition, 12th St. bet R and S Sts. NW. (2). 300, 000 
37 | Stoddert Elementary School addition, 39th and Calvert Sts. NW. (1) 200, 000 
38 | Thomas Elementary School addition, Anacostia Ave. and Grant St. NE. (2) oa 160, 000 
39 Snes) High School atheletic field improvements, 24th St. and Benning Rd. 

175, 000 

40 Rudoiph omen oe School, completion of play and lunch room, 2d and Hamil- | 
ton Sts. NW. 100, 000 
41 | Hearst Sines School addition, Idaho Ave. and 37th st. NW. er 200, 000 
42 | Harrison Elementary School addition, 13th and V Sts. NW. (2) 315, 000 
43 | Hardy Elementary School addition, Foxhall Rd. and Volta Pl. NW. (1)- ‘ 200, 000 
44 | Lovejoy Elementary School addition, 12th and D Sts. NE. (2) 200, 000 

45 | Langston mueniary School addition, P St. between ist and North Capitol 

Sts. (2) ...-- 266, 000 
Total__. “ a . iveiwebewstuédeede 4,238, 000 





Percent of total Public School Program pianarbunl bactiiilieesel hekieaiis 12.2 
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PEmeNery sites Carvontyrrs ? 24 and 46 to 52, inclusive) 


Priority Project | Amount 


2% | Chamberlain V aapeees High School play area, Potomac Ave. between 13th and | 


14th Sts. SE. (1) $150, 000 

46 | Terrell Junior High School, site for play area, Ist and Pierce Sts. NW. (2) | 250, 000 
47 | Stanton Elementary School play area, Naylor Rd. and Alabama Ave. SE. (1) 60, 000 
48 | Bell Elementary School play area, 2d St. between D St. and V prgrete Ave. SW. (2)./ 75, 000 
49 | Tyler Elementary School play area, 10th and G Sts. SE. (1) | 20, 240 
50 | Cleveland Elementary School play area, 8th and T Sts. NW. (2) bee 150, 000 
51 | Walker-Jones Elementary School play area, Ist and L Sts. NW. (2)_- 300, 000 
52 | Logan Elementary School play area, 3d and G Sts. NW. (2)..........---- , 100, 000 

i 
ia sana dunonnciedigebataadaessyclsddiecssettéascehintstkhen neal } 1, 105, 240 


Percent of total public school program. _._...............-........--.-------.----- 3.2 


Dr. Cornine. The first category, you will notice, is projects which 
are due directly to population increases and shifts. 

There are 20 projects in that group constituting 46.7 percent of the 
total cost for the program. 

In the next is replacement and/or expansion of existing facilities. 
There are 9 projects constituting 37.9 percent of the cost. 

The third category is construction to complete existing requirements. 
There are 15 projects in that category, constituting 12.2 percent. 

In supplementary sites, the fourth category, there are 8 projects. 

Now, even in that first category I couldn’t have time to justify 
the 20 projects. So, I should like to pick one typical area of the city, 
if I may, and attempt to justify these 3 projects. 

This is in Division 1, the section in the far southeast, the other side 
of the Anacostia River, below St. Elizabeths Hospital, highly con- 
centrated in population, and enormous housing developments have 
gone in there and the population has piled up and is piling up faster 
than you can keep up with it. 

I want to try to justify by this and succeeding charts three projects. 

Representative Harris. Where is this? 

Dr. Corntna. This is in the far southeast, the other side of the 
Anacostia River. 

Mr. SuHarpe. Fourth and Mississippi Ave. 

Dr. Corntne. I want to call to your attention the proposed new 
junior high school for that area, an addition to the Patterson School 
und an addition to the Drs aper School. 

Those three projects have priority ranking 6, 5, and 4, respectively, 
in this building program. 

Now, I will show you a chart which will indicate the piling up of 
population in that section of the city. 

Can you see that here ? 

Representative Harris. Yes; I can see it. 

Dr. Corntne. We are going back to 1940. At the time the Congress 
Heights School was the only ‘school serving that are: ly elementary. It 
was filled to et apacity in 1940. It became over -apacity the next year, 
and still more the next year, and then the situation was so critic al 
that a new school was started by building a temporary wooden struc- 
ture, where the Patterson School now is. 

With the combined capacity of the two of them, the enrollment was 
still above capacity. 
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Here you have the same condition, but still more enrollment above, 

Then the Patterson School, as presently existing, was built, and 
with the Congress Heights and the Patterson we are still above 
capacity. 

The same here. 

The same here, but still more above capacity. 

You might be interested in the extent of this. It is 127 percent 
above capacity, and still more so here, and here. 

At this point the Abram Simon School was completed and occupied 
for a part of the year, but with the combined capacity there was still 
enrollment beyond that capacity. 

Here is the Abram Simon, the Patterson, the Congress Heights, 
taken together, with a capacity of 2,376, and there was an enrollment 
of 2,776. 

The same condition here, and at this point the Draper School—this 
was in 1953—just completed, and the Draper School occupied for the 
part of the year—occupied for the full of the year, in September 1954 
will be, and we will have this much overage above capacity at that 
time. 

Here in 1955 we will have that much more. 

In other words, there will be an overage of 612 students in the 
elementary schools of that division in that particular section of the 
city. 

That indicates to you, I think, the piling up of population which is 
causing our difficulty. 

Now, just as the elementary schools are affected in that area, so is 
the junior high school enrollment. 

I would like to show you here a tack map. 

The color of the tacks has no significance whatever. 

We are now below St. Elizabeths again. 

The Kramer Junior High School is at this point. All of these 
children are going to the Kramer Junior High School, the distance 
being inordinate for these children going here. 

There are 708 children presently living below St. Elizabeths, at- 
tending the Kramer Junior High School, which in itself is presently 
overcrowded. 

I would like to show you now the next chart. 

This is the Kramer Junior High School as it is right now. 

Senator Bratt. Doctor, do you mind if I interrupt you? 

Dr. Corntne. Not at all, sir. 

Senator Braty. Are you transporting those children by buses to 
this Kramer High School? 

Dr. Corning. No, sir. 

Senator Beat.. They are walking? 

Dr. Cornrnc. They are walking or providing their own transporta- 
tion, which they are doing. It is too far for them to walk. 

This will give you an indication, I think, of what the Kramer Junior 
High School will be in just a very short time. 

This shows the kindergarten enrollment. 

This whole picture shows the elementary schools contributing to 
Kramer in numbers of children for 1 year. 
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That particular year the kindergarten had this many, first grade, 
this many, second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth, and then into jumor 
high school; but as of this year—this chart, by the way, is just 1 year 
old—these children are now in first grade; next year they will be in 
second and in succeeding years in third, in fourth, in fifth, in sixth, 
so that not this number but this number will be going into the junior 
high school, which shows you in terms of the junior high school 
population the effect of that piling up of population in that section 
of the city. 

Now, let me show you something of the Kramer Junior High 
School itself, which has been above capacity since 1943, as indicated 
here. Its capacity is 1,101. 

I don’t know where the one came from, but, anyway, we'll have to 
include it because that’s official, I believe. 

It has been going along with this enrollment up until this year, but 
in this year the Sousa Junior High School, in the same area, was 
built and occupied so the Kramer capacity was adequate, but—by the 
way, when the Sousa was opened we moved the boundaries between the 
Kramer and Sousa right down to the door of the Kramer, so that the 
children are almost leaving the front door of the Kramer to go on up 
to the Sousa School; but the Kramer continues to mount in enroll- 
ment, and this will be the situation in next year and the year follow- 
ing, ete. 

Now, by that means I have attempted to show you the need for 
those three projects. They are three top-ranking projects. 

May I say that every project in this program has been similarly 
analyzed, and had I the time, I could produce evidence that is equally 
convincing, I think, the need for additional schoolhouse construction 
in that area of the city. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Doctor, this proposal of 
yours, as I understand it, has been approved by the School Board ? 

Dr. CorntnG. Oh, indeed; yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And by the Commissioners ? 

Dr, Corning. That is correct sir. It comes to you with every- 
body’s blessing so far. 

Representative O°’Hara of Minnesota. What is the total cost, esti- 
mated cost, for this program ? 

Dr. Corntne. The school part of it is $34,656,000, over a 10-year 
period. 

I would like 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Doctor, could I ask you this 
question ¢ 

Dr. Corntnea. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What consideration in your 
program is given for the physically handicapped ¢ 

It ismy understanding 

Dr. Corntna. There are two projects. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You presently have a colored 
project, which is part of one of the normal schools, for the physically 
disabled, and then a project for the white children for the school that 
deals solely with the sie lle white children. 
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Dr. Cornine. We are operating at the present time with 2 phys- 
ically handicapped centers, 1 for the white schools and 1 for the 
colored. 

The white school is in a building separate for that purpose. The 
colored physically handicapped go to an elementary school, where 

art of the building is occupied by. normal children and the other part 
by the physically handicapped. 

Now, there are two projects in this program, sir. One of them is to 
extend the division 1 health section school and the other is one to 
build a replacement of an elementary school, including in this a 
thoroughly modern health wing for the physically handicapped, for 
the colored. 

They are both in here, with equal priority. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It is my understanding in 
these projects these children get the benefit of therapeutic treatment 
while they are at school. 

Dr. Cornine. Oh, yes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is that correct? 

Dr. Corntne. And in addition, they are transported to school. That 
is the only transportation used. Most of them are spasties, or children 
who have had polio—very serious cases. We keep them in the ele- 
mentary schools wherever they are able to be self-sustaining because 
we think it is better for them to be there. However, these serious 
cases are taken to these health centers and they do get therapeutic 
treatment—not as much as they should get, and that is the occasion for 
the request of the two projects in this program. 

I would like now to submit for the record, if I may, consolidated 
small charts which follow almost exactly the large charts which have 
been explained to you. 

These were done by the joint planning committee in southeast 
Washington, using our figures, and they deserve a great credit, I 
think, for the way they have done it. 

I would like to-submit that for the record. They have all been 
checked, and are accurate. 

(The charts referred to are as follows:) 
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GROWTH OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP 
IN THE CONGRESS HEIGHTS-WASHINGTON HIGHLANDS AREA 
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KRAMER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 
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GROWTH OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP 
FEEDING KRAMER JUNIOR HIGH 
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Dr. Corntne. I would like to move on, if I may, to eategory 2, 


which has to do with the replacement and expansion of existing 
projects. There are nine of them. I can’t even possibly go into all 
nine, but I want to show you just a couple of things wheh might be 
interesting to you on one or two things. 

This is Shaw Junior High School, for the colored. It is at Seventh 
and Rhode Island Avenue NW., with no play area whatever—right 
out on the street. It was erected in 1902 as McKinley High School 
and converted to junior high school use in 1928. It is wholly inade- 
quate for any educational pregram, and was never well designed for 
a school building. 

The pictures here give you an indication of the condition in the 
building, although the outside of the building looks all right. 

Here is an indication of the small rooms and the overcrowding in 
them. 

Here are very unsatisfactory makeshift rooms for home economics. 

Here is the assembly room in the school, in which classes meet con- 
tinually, and the main corrido: from this side of the building to that 
side goes. right across.the front of that, right.in front of the stage, in 
front of the classes meeting there. 

Toilet. facilities, and some more home economics shops—every- 
thing indicated, and those are just sample pictures. Anything you 
look at in that building indicates it is wholly inadequate. 

I would like to show you the Van Ness replacement, another project 
in here. 

This is another colored school, and illustrates the use of these flimsy, 
temporary places we have been forced to use over the years. 

This one is still in use, although it was originally built for just a 
few years. 

This is the Van Ness School, built in 1909, and then this addition, 
which doesn’t show in that picture, but it does in part of this one, 
which has 10 rooms. The children are just bulging all out of the 
building everywhere. 

This is a typical classroom in there, and these pictures are shown 
not to indicate’ vandalism, but to show the very flimsy nature: of the 
building because a thrown stone can go right directly through the 
wall. It is just the flimsiest kind of construction, and most certainly 
that school in a growing Negro neighborhood should be replaced. 

Then I want to show you two museum pieces, if I may. I call them 
museum pieces because they really do belong in a museum. 

This is the Seaton School, 3d and I Streets, NW, which was erected 
in 1871, and this is the Stevens School—this one white and this one 
colored. 

This is the outside of the Stevens building, which was built in 1868. 

I would be grateful if anyone who knows anything about a program 
of education could go into either one of those schools and find any 
facility whatever that is conducive to education, conducive to the 
health of the children or even their safety. 

I would think by all manner of means these two schools should be 
replaced. 

Then we move to the category 3, which is the category of completing 
existing plants. Thereare 15 projects there. 

I have no exhibit to show you on that. 
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The situation is this: That the buildings were never completed. 

All the essential features of an educational program are completely 
omitted and, therefore, the children are not receiving a full program 
of education in those schools. 

1 suspect. that the facilities »were-omitted at the time they were 
built, some of them a good many years ago, because of the inadequacy 
of the appropriation. 

And you know how it is. We get an appropriation for a building 
and if the bids come in and they are in excess of it we have to cut out; 
and I suspect that is what happened in these cases; but they are vitally 
needed features in the school. 

Category 4 has to do with the acquisition of supplementary sites. 
There are eight projects in this category. 

I think I should call to your attention—and I am sure if you have 
driven around Washington very much you are aware of it—that in 
the earlier years there was no thought given to adequate school sites, 
and we have inherited a great many schools in this city which are 
built with practically no area around ‘them at all for outdoor purposes. 

This situation was sharply criticized by Dr. Strayer in his survey 
of the:schools. 

We are presenting in this program the eight most needed projects. 
They will not bring those schools up to standard. 

Ordinarily we think of 5 acres for an elementary school, 10 acres 
for a junior high school, and 15 for a senior high school. These will 
not, even with the addition, come up to that. 

I have photographs to illustrate the 1 school—no; 2 schools, I 
think. 

This is the Cleveland Elementary School at Eighth and T Streets 
NW.—capacity 648. The enrollment is 705 in that school, and there’s 
virtually no play area at all. 

Here the children are playing in the streets. 

In the streets, here, too. 

This is a posed photograph, naturally. We've just taken the chil- 
dren out to the playground to show you when they are out there, there 
is no room for anybody to move about. They are completely filled, 
and that is typical of the other situations that we are claiming for. 

Here*is the Terre Junior High School, First and Pierce Streets 
NW. The enrollment is 891. The play space which would be re- 
quired according to standard would be 440,000 square feet, and we 
have just barely a hundred thousand square feet in it. 

Is this Tyler? 

Mr. Zetuers. Tyler. 

Dr. Corntnc. This was Terrell I was just giving you—Terrell 
Junior High School—and this is Tyler. 

The need for the additional sites for these schools, in order to sup- 
plement the area of these schools, is very, very great, and we would 
hope, simply because it is in the fourth category, that it would be given 
very seriousconsideration by.-all of. you. 

Gentlemen, I have hurried very rapidly through that. I hope there 
may be some questions that I can answer. 

In summing up what I have had to say in justification of these pro- 
jects, I would like to remind you of the fact that no matter what hap- 
pens the education of children can’t well be postponed. 
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The education of children has to take place when they are children, 
and insofar as we have denied adequate facilities we are doing a 
vreat disservice to the children themselves; but, more important than 
that, we are doing a great disservice to the supporting society. 

Because of the fact that we are so convinced that the education of 
children cannot well be postponed, we are urging your serious and 
sympathetic interest in our part of this construction program and 
express the hope that it may receive your favorable consideration. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Senator Beall, do you have 
any questions ¢ 

Senator Beat. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Tatie. No. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Harris. 

Representative Harris. Dr. Corning, I suppose someone else will 
testify before the committee with reference to dividing the costs for 
this proposed construction ; is that true ¢ 

Dr. Corninc. I think that comes in the general program of the 
Commissioners. 

General Prentiss. Yes. 

Dr. Corninca. Yes, sir. 

You see, we have no revenues. We are not self-sustaining in any 
sense, and the cost, the providing cost, comes in the general planning, 
which the Commissioners, I believe—— 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Harris, the plan is now to have the heads of the 
various departments testify as to various projects that will come under 
the aan fund, and then when we get through with that Mr. Fowler 
will go into the financing aspect of it and Mr. Martin will go into the 
tax recommendation. 

Representative Harris. What is included in this program with ref- 
erence to provisions for existing schools that might need attention at 
this time ? 

Dr. Corntnc. There is nothing in this program on that. 

You mean rehabilitation of buildings? 

Representative Harris. Yes. 

Dr. Corntne. And so on? 

Representative Harris., Yes. 

Dr. Corntna. That we take care of usually in our annual budget 
requests and we have quite a program under way on that, such as fire- 
proofing of buildings and that sort of thing. 

Representative Harris. I had a group call on me a few days ago 
with reference to the athletic project at Coolidge Field. Do you have 
any information on that? 

Dr. Cornine. Yes, sir. 

By reason of the transfer of schools the division 1 schools are left 
without any adequate athletic field at all, because the Central High 
School transfer took into division 2 the one existing athletic field that 
we had. 

The Calvin Coolidge development, stadium development, is in- 
cluded in this as priority 23 project, at a cost of $350,000, in order to 
establish for division 1 an athletic field which can be used by Coolidge 
and the other high schools for playing their major games. 
Representative Harris. Where does Coolidge have to go now? 
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Dr. Cornine. Coolidge plays on a playfield, and if they go to a big 
athletic contest they have to go to either one of the 

What do we call it? 

Mr. Zeviers. Griffith Stadium. 

Dr. Corntnc. Griffith Stadium, or some place of that sort. 

Representative Harris. Isn’t it a fact the District has quite an 
investment in that field out there which is not being used at all/ 

Dr. Cornine. Coolidge? 

Representative Harris. Yes. 

Dr. CornrNna. It has in area, sir, but not in development. 

Representative Harris. Well, you do have drainage? 

Dr. Cornino. That’s right. 

Representative Harris. And you have quite an area of erosion out 
there, don’t you, at the present time? 

Dr. Corntne. That’s right. 

Representative Harris. Isn’t that all deteriorating very rapidly? 

Dr. Cornina. Yes, sir; and part of that, the reclamation of that, js 
in this program also to provide the necessary facilities of seating, and 
so on, so that an athletic program can be sustained. 

Representative Harris. Category 23 takes it down to about the 
seventh or eighth year, I suppose; doesn’t it # 

Dr. Corntne. I am not sure of the year. 

Mr. Zeviters. Third. 

Dr. Corntne. The third year, I believe, in that program. 

Representative Harris. Isn’t there some way you ean provide some 
thirty or forty thousand dollars to keep it from deteriorating more! 

Dr. Corntna. We will be glad to request that the next time we 
come on the Hill. We haven’t made a request for it now. 

Representative Harris. I appreciate that, but you are coming on 
the Hill now. 

Dr. Corntne. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. There is nothing in the budget for that ¢ 

Dr. Corning. There is nothing in the budget ; is there? 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Representative Harris. Will you call that to the attention of thie 
committee ¢ 

Dr. Cornrne. Well, I am not supposed to testify about things that 
the Commissioners haven’t testified on. 

Representative Harris. There is nothing to prevent you from ask- 
ing questions; is there ? 

Dr. Corntna. I will be glad to take that up. I will be happy to 
do so. 

Representative Harris. You do recognize the need out there, and 
the longer it goes the more it is going to cost; isn’t that right? 

Dr. Corntnea. That is correct. 

Representative Harris. Isn’t it a fact that, because of the drainage 
out there, they have those big water holes developing that leaves 1 
situation there where kids could very well fall in and become seriously 
injured ? 

Dr. Cornine. I don’t know it is that serious. I haven’t that in- 
formation, sir. It hasn’t been at any time I have seen it. 

Representative Harris. Have you seen it recently ? 

Dr. Cornina. Yes, sir—well, not since this snow ; no, sir. 
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Representative Harris. My attention has been called to the fact by 
people who seem to know about it that if a fence could be put around 
it and the drainage rehabilitated some, and that erosion stopped and 
taken care of, it probably would save many thousands of dollars. 

Dr. Corntna. I think it probably would. 

Representative Harris. Will you look into that ? 

Dr. CorntnG. Yes, sir; I will. 

Representative Harris. And be prepared to answer any questions 


you might be asked ? 


Dr. Corntneo. I can answer one right now that has just been passed 
inmyear. 

I think Mr. Christiansen is going to testify before long, and it is 
recreation land we are talking about, not 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Doesn’t the team have a 
football field to play or practice upon? 

Dr. Corning. Yes; to practice upon, but the point is we haven’t 
any developed stadium. By that, I don’t mean any of these bowls, 
anything of that kind, but an adequately drained and set up field with 
proper seating capacity for our types of games, and with lighting and 
tieldhouse, and that is what we are asking for the Coolidge. 

Representative Harris. I understand the interest is to do something 
now and not wait until several years from now when it will deteriorate 
further. I understand that big embankment where you are going to 
have the seats has already fallen about 18 inches. 

Do you know about that? 

Dr. Corntne. I don’t know it has fallen that far, sir. I would be 
glad to look into it further; but even though that should be done, it 
wouldn’t remove this project from consideration because there would 
still be the need: 

Representative Harris. I think it would help this project, to keep 
from spending more when you finally got to it. 

Dr. Corning. Fine. Let’s do it as a first installment, then. 

Representative Harris. Thank you. 

Senator Beatu. Doctor, don’t you feel—of course, you have presented 
a very serious situation here with respect to the overcrowding of these 
schools—that this has contributed a lot to the youth delinquency here 
in the District ? 

Dr. Corntne Yes, sir; I think that, and it isn’t only building con- 
struction but it is adequacy of educational program, whether it be 
staffing schools adequately or providing schools that are not crowded, 
ties right in with this subject in which we are all very vitally interested. 

If you have got a school very seriously overcrowded, conditions are 
not right in that school. They can’t be and, as a consequence, the 
children are more apt to be discontented with school, to develop anti- 
social attitudes, be on the outside sooner than they should and out 
of school and, therefore, susceptible to whatever influences may exist 
to carry them on their way. 

Senator Bratt. Do you have any statistics showing how the Dis- 
trict of Columbia compares to other cities of a million population in 
their inadequate school rooms or shortages? 

Dr. Cornine. Shortages ? 
Senator Brauu. Shortages; yes, sir. 
Dr. Cornine. I have them available. I don’t have them right here. 
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Senator Beau. I just wondered offhand how the District compared 
to other cities. 

Dr. Cornene. Let me answer it this way: I can’t in dollars or cents 
or numbers of buildings give you that, sir, but I can say this: In 
any of the growing cities, and most of these large cities are rapidly 
growing, they have growing pains similar to ours, both in the shortage 
of buildings and the shortage of teachers. 

That is true in any growing city. 

I do think our situation here at the present time is a little bit unique, 
in that we have the two things happening. We have the city grow- 
ing, but we have this rapid change in ratio between the two races which 
complicates the situation. 

Senator Brat. Yes; that makes it worse. 

Dr. CorntnG. But there is a shortage in all of these growing cities. 

May I call this to your attention: that in practically every one 
of these cities they can meet the situation more readily than we can 
here because in most of those cities the boards of education are, 
themselves fiscally independent, or at least the municipality is fiscally 
independent. 

Senator Beauty. And levy a direct school tax ? 

Dr. Corning. That is correct. -Many of the school boards levy 
their own taxes. 

Senator Brau. Yes. 

Dr. Corning. Or at least certify the tax that must be levied and 
the county must levy it. 

Senator Bratz. And set up the county building program for the 
next 2 years, or something like that ? 

Dr. Corntnc. Yes; or float bonds for the approval of the people 
on election. 

They are not committed to the pay-as-you-go plan, as we have been 
here in Washington. 

Senator Case. That means, Doctor, then, that you think the peo- 
ple in the city of Washington should be able to vote bonds for build 
ings for school purposes? 

Dr. Gorntne, Tdidn’t pit it exactly-that way, sir, and I don’t know 
that I would be committed to that; but I do think that the pay-as- 
you-go plan is a futile effort. 

Senator Case. You called attention to the fact—— 

Dr. Cornina. Our experience here shows that. 

Senator Casp. That residents in another school district could vote 
bonds and meet their own problems that way. 

Dr. Corntna. Yes, sir; but I am trying to show that the munici- 
pality is more fiscally independent than we are here in Washington. 
We have so many agencies, you see, which have to review our needs. 

I am not complaining about it because we have fared very well. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Aren’t you also trying to show 
by reason of that very fact, this sinkage of bonds, that this is the 
only method by which you can obtain the money, by borrowing, in 
order to carry out a normal program of development? 

Dr. Corntna. That is correct. 

The difficulty in the past has been due to the cutting down of the 
appropriation, and I am sure I am not being offensive to the Com- 
misst@ners*in_any sense; beeause Tam in-no way criticizing them for 
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doing it. We have talked it over and had a pretty complete wnder- 

standing; but when those appropriations are cut down and projects 
are eliminated, which we oe very vital, sometimes the same 
roject has been eliminated 3, 4, 5 years:and then we have to come.to 
Congress and get appropri: itions after it is fin: ally approved. It may 
take 2 or 3 years to get an appropriation through. By that time in- 
variably we are at a serious crisis, which is dramatized by glaring re- 
orts throughout the country of the bad conditions in the schools 
of W ashington. 

Senator Beati. Then you think, to get back to the original question, 
the school housing conditions in the District are worse here than in 
other cities of comparable size? 

Dr. Corntna. Yes; roughly I would say they are. Yes, sir. 

[ think if you will examine—I don’t want to bear down too much 
on this point, but if you will examine rather critically that history of 
appropriations that I have handed to you I think it is the most potent 
argument that can possibly be made in support of the Commissioners’ 
plan to have a different scheme of financing things in Washington, s« 
that facilities that are actually needed can be supplied before a eviti- 
cal situation arises, when we have racial tensions and whole areas of 
the city become disgruntled and dissatisfied. It is very critical. 

Senator Casr. Rev erting for a moment, if I might, Mr. Chairman, 
to this question of recreation and the matter of having a large stadium 
or a field, have you given any thought, with the Commissioners, to the 
possibility of combining your Coolidge Field with a large stadium 
that would accommodate major athletic activities ? 

Dr. Corntnc. Well, we had hoped, sir, in the development of this 
Coolidge Stadium to provide a stadium that would be adequate for 
our high-school needs. 

Senator Case. I know you are thinking of high-school needs. 

Dr. Corntna. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. And that would be a large part of the use; but there 
has been talk from time to time of the value of Washington having a 
— here which could accommodate something like the Army-Navy 

game, or somethmg of that sort, and J have wondered ‘sometimes if 
we hadn’t ought to think in terms of a really great stadium that would 
be available for large college games, large athletic events of any kind, 

and also for the principal contests of the high schools, the champion- 
ship contests, or anything else where you really needed a very large 
field. 

Dr. CornIne. Well, of course, the point ; you are! aising, sir, gets into 
an area that is beyond my supervision entirely, that is, the use of a 
stadium by these college teams, and so on, by professional teams, and 
so on, 

I think our own attendance would never justify for our use of a 
stadium of the magnitude that you are describing. 

This is a rather significant ‘thing, though, and perhaps some at- 
tention should be given to it—in fact, we have it in mind in connection 
with the Coolidge: that in some cities for a high school they provide 
a play field with only very limited seating capacity for smaller, 
secondary games, but they feature then in the city one stadium of 
considerable size to be used.by all of the high schools for their major 
games. 
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Houston is a good example of that. I don’t happen to recall others, 
but there are several others who have done that very thing and have 
established one high-school stadium that is a very, very fine stadium 
with a considerable seating capacity. 

I don’t know whether this goes as far as you are referring to; but 
that really is what we are atttempting to do in Coolidge. 

Representative Harris. Don’t you have a reasonably good field at 
Woodrow Wilson High School ? 

Dr. Corntne. Reasonably good; yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. And Western High School ? 

Dr. Corning. Western? No, sir. Western has a good field, but 
very inadequate bleacher space and fieldhouse space. 

Senator Cus. What size crowd can you accommodate at Woodrow 
Wilson? 

Dr. Cornrne. I don’t know. 

Mr. Rreckxs. Around 1,500, That is not a big stadium. 

Senator Case. What do you think you will be able to accommodate 
at Coolidge if this plan is carried out? 

Mr. Riecks. The seating capacity of this school would be a little 
under 9,000. 

Senator Case. And the capacity of the baseball field is roughly 
30,000 to 35,000 ? 

Mr. Sarre. 32,000. 

Dr. Corntne. 32,000. 

Mr. Suarpr. Griffith Stadium ? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Mr. Sarre. 32,000. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are you finished, Senator / 

What is your present enrollment capacity at Central since it has 
been transferred ? 

Dr. Corning. The capacity of Central is 2,400, and it has nearly 
2,000 students. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is filled ? 

Dr. Corntna. Almost filled. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What was its capacity as the 
class I school? 

Dr. Cornine. 2,400, but the enrollment was far from that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It was? 

Dr. Corntna. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What was the enrollment 
before ¢ 

Dr. Corntnea. I don’t recall exactly, but it wasn’t more than half 
filled; not more than half filled. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It has a fairly good football 
field ¢ 

Dr. Corntne. Yes, sir; very good. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And very adequate bleachers! 

Dr. Cornrna. Yes, sir. 

You see, that and the only swimming pool in Division I was trans- 
ferred to Division II when Central was transferred, and there are no 
indoor swimming pools in the high schools of Division I. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. But in the plans of your 
schools, the high schools I am speaking of, you are planning for some 
athletic fields, that is, individual athletic fields? 
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Dr. Corntne. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. For the use of the schools? 

Dr. Corning. That’s right; playfields. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Playfields? 

Dr. Cornine. Yes, sir. 

Representative O°Hara of Minnesota. And, of course, your Junior 
high—— 

Dr. Corntne. The same thing. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You have the same problem 
there; and, of course, without those adequate facilities there is no 
question that in some degree contributes to your juvenile-delinquency 
problem. 

Dr. Corntne. So many of the outdoor activities are directly ap- 
pealing to youngsters and keep them out of mischief so as to seek and 
engage them in worth-while activities. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That was my observation— 
that these youngsters have to have some place where they can play; if 
they don’t they are subjected to these other influences. 

That is about the situation we find ourselves confronted with; isn’t 
that true ¢ 

Dr. Corntne. That is correct; very definitely so. Let’s keep them 
busy. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 
tions of Dr. Corning, gentlemen / 

Representative Harris. You made a good presentation, Doctor. 

Dr. Corntne. Thank you very much. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Doctor, we thank you and 
we appreciate your expert ideas. 

We will continue with the program, as has been suggested, at 10 
o'clock in the morning; promptly at 10 o’clock. 

The committee will be in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(The following statement was submitted for the record :) 

Memorandum 
To: The Honorable Sid Simpson, chairman, District Committee, House of Rep- 
resentatives. 
Submitted by: The Parent Teacher Association, District of Columbia Health 
School. 
Subject: 1954-55 appropriation for addition to the District of Columbia Health 
School. 

The Parent Teacher Association of the District of Columbia Health School for 
the orthopedically handicapped white children of the District is strongly in 
favor of legislation by the Congress providing for a 10-year public-works pro- 
gram as outlined by the District of Columbia Commissioners. 

We feel that this legislation is essential to provide for the public-works needs 
of the Capital City and in particular for provision of a long-term program of 
school construction, 

We believe that the amount for school construction in the public-works pro- 
cram fer this year is inadequate. We consider it essential that the sum of 
$342,000 requested by the Board of Education for construction of an addition 
to the District of Columbia Health School be included this year. The Congress 
has already considered this need for additional space and in 1951 appropriated 
$15,000 to draw plans for the Health School addition. 

Although we realize that over the period of the last 10 years there has been 
a school-expansion program in the District, the District has not provided facili- 
ties for the crippled children which are equal with the facilities provided for 
the normal children, both white and Negro. The Health School, which provided 
for the education of white crippled children, 6-17 years of age, in grades 1-9, 
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has reached and passed capacity. Nine yeurs ago, with 35 children in the schoo 
there were 3 classrooms and 3 teachers. Now with 70 children, there are only 4 
classrooms and 4 teachers. There is no space for the classrooms and teachers 
needed to bring this school up to the standards of the other schools. 

Facilities which must be added to make the Health School equal to the Dis 
trict’s other public schools are— 

1. Kindergarten.—All District children except the physically handicapped start 
school at 5. The handicapped children who are in great need of the combined 
program of education and therapy provided at the Health School cannot start 
before the age of 6. Medical and education authorities believe that the earl, 
years of handicapped children are the most important ones of their rehabilitation 

2. Classes for slow-learning children —aAlI\ District of Columbia public schoo}s 
except the Health School place the slow-learning children in special classes. Thy 
Health School has no space for special classes or the special teachers needed fo; 
this program. Some children who could benefit from this program have been 
dropped from the school. 

3. Vocational-training courses—The present space of half a cloakroom 
allotted to occupational therapy is inadequate for the program and for the voca- 
tional training courses which should lead out of this work. Vocational training 
for the handicapped has been shown to be a good investment and should be 
started with handicaped children while they are in school. 

4. High-school courses.—No provision for high-school education is made for 
the crippled children who need therapy as part of their rehabilitation program 

The PTA believes that the future program of aid to the disabled, strongly 
recommended by the President in his budget message to Congress, may be drasti- 
cally cut by present aid to handicapped children. We believe that District of 
Columbia taxpayers will benefit directly by improving the education and re- 
habilitation of their handicapped children now. The increased therapy pro 
gram in the school made possible by an appropriation of Congress 3 years ago 
has already rehabilitated a number of children by teaching them to walk 
independently and to feed themselves. 

Therefore, we urge the immediate appropriation of $342,000 for construction 
of an addition to the Health School, in order to give the District’s crippled 
children equal facilities with the District’s normal children. 

KENNETH GILLESPIE, 
President, Parent-Teacher Association, 
District of Columbia Health School. 
JANUARY 25, 1954. 


(Whereupon, at 4:45 p. m., the hearing was recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a: m. Wednesday, January 27, 1954.) 








PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 







WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 27, 1954 










Unritep Srares SENATE, 
Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 

Jomntr Fiscat AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
E COMMITTEES ON THE Districr or COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 

The Joint Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., pursuant 
F to recess, in the District of Columbia Room of the Capitol, Repre- 
» sentative Joseph P. O’Hara of Minnesota presiding. 

Present: Senators Case (chairman of the Senate committee) and 
Beall and Representatives O’ Hara of Minnesota (presiding), Talle, 
Allen of California, Harris, and Smith of Virginia. 

» Also present: Robert C. Albrook, clerk, and William P. Gulledge, 
| asisstant counsel of the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, 
also William C. McLeod, clerk, House of Representatives Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

» Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will be in 

order, and we will proceed with the testimony. 

Mr. Christiansen, as we concluded last evening, I believe you were 
| the next witness on the schedule. We will be happy to hear from you 
and will you state for the record your full name and your official 
position, and so forth ¢ 
























STATEMENT OF MILO F. CHRISTIANSEN, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
RECREATION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 






Mr. CuristT1ANsENn. May I, first of all, introduce Mr. Gichner, the 
Chairman of our Board ? 

The name is Milo F. Christiansen, the Superintendent of the Rec- 
reation Department of the District of Columbia. 

Representative O’HAra of Minnesota. Mr. Christiansen, I wonder 
if you would desire to have your statement appear in its entirety at the 
start of your testimony. 

Mr, CuRIsTIANSEN. I would appreciate it if you could. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I would suggest you file two 
copies with the reporter, if you have them. 

Mr. CurisTIANSEN. Yes, sir. 

Representative.O’Hara of Minnesota. And I wish all the- other 
witnesses would file 2 statements with the reporter because of the 
need for 2 records. 
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(The prepared statement of Mr. Christiansen is as follows:) 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF Miro F. CHRISTIANSEN, SUPERINTENDENT 0% 
RECREATION, RE PROPOSED 10-YEAR PUBLIC-WORKS PROGRAM FOR PUBLIC REcreEA 
TION, DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA RECREATION DEPARTMENT—1954 


INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 


As a part of the District’s 10-year public-works program, there is included 
$4 million to provide additional recreation facilities in the District of Columbia 
This amount is only a partial attempt in the way of meeting the increased de- 
mand for public recreation, as related to accumulated neglect and nonavailability 
of funds. : 

Public Law 584 created the District of Columbia Recreation Board in 1942 
for the purpose of providing a unified administration of the District’s far-flung 
recreation system plan, and to attack the deficiency of public recreation facili- 
ties in the District of Columbia. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RECREATION SYSTEM PLAN 


The District of Columbia recreation system plan was created by the National 
Capital Planning Commission and includes the properties of the public scliool 
system, the park system and many District properties. 

Public recreation activities in the District are under the supervision and con- 
trol of the Recreation Board, an independent agency created in 1942 by congres- 
sional act. The Board consists of 4 citizens who are appointed for a 4-year 
term by the District Commissioners. They represent the parent, civic, citizen 
groups and other organizations of the District; the Superintendent of National 
(Capital Parks, exoffiicio ; one representative of the Board of Education appointed 
by the Board of Education; and a representative of the District Commissioners, 
all serving without compensation. The administrative head of the Department, 
who serves as executive officer for the Board, is the Superintendent of Recreation. 

The Recreation Department is the instrument of the Board for carrying out 
the provisions of the basic act setting up the Reereation Board. 


Exhibits and other data 


Presentation of exhibits include the District of Columbia recreation system 
plan which lists 165 units or sites, of which 157 are in public ownership. They 
are located on a neighborhood basis to permit accessibility and active use of 
facilities. 

It is significant to note that of the 165 units in the recreation system plan, only 
22 units are fully developed as to landuse, 135 are undeveloped or have limited 
use, and 8 sites are not now in public ownership. 

The colored bar graph used in presenting the exhibits identifies 4 types of 
improvements, namely (1) grounds development, (2) structures, (3) lighting, 
und (4) swimming pools. The chart also indicates the amount of funds to be 
expended each year. The $4 million is spread over the 10-year period with vary 
ing amounts from $400,000 in 1954 to $755,000 in 1963. 


Population growth 


It is essential to note the tremendous population growth that has occurred in 
the District since 1930, as follows: 


1930 —_ 486, 869 
663, 091 
802, 000 
1954 (estimated figure) j 853, 000 
TN a 956,.000 


The forecast indicates that we may have a population approximating a million 
by 1960. These statistics are extremely important when one considers that in 
1942 when the Recreation Board was created there was a tremendous backlog 
of unmet needs and only minimum physical improvements have been made since 
that time. 


Financial Straightjacket 


Probably no other District agency has been as seriously handicapped in at- 
tempting to discharge its responsibility for providing additional facilities. It 
will be recalled that the Recreation Board was created in 1942 during the 
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early part of World War II. During the entire war period it was extremely dif- 
ficult to secure funds for improvements because of serious war restrictions. Im- 
mediately after cessation of hostilities, in 1946, additional restrictions against 
recreation-facility construction were applied by the National Production Author- 
ity. The current financial situation of the District has greatly handicapped the 
District of Columbia Recreation Board from meeting its ful basic responsibilities. 

The chart on community participation illustrates the vast number of parent- 
teacher, citizen, civic, patriotic, and professional organizations and agencies that 
are interested in community recreation and who are in close contact with the 
Recreation Board and the staff of the District of Columbia Recreation 
Department. 

GROUNDS DEVELOPMENT 


A total request of $1,075,000 has been set aside for ground improvements. 
This includes grading, fill, fencing, surfacing, fertilizing, seeding, sodding, ete. 

One hundred thirty five units of the total of 165 are developed or limited in use. 

Exhibit material also indicates location of proposed ground improvements. 
Photographs show congested unserved areas and what might be provided if funds 
are approved. 

Other exhibits illustrate actual point planning by publie agencies, which re- 
sults in maximum economy and public use for school and community recrea- 
tion programs, 

STRUCTURES 


It is regrettable that in the Nation’s Capital many recreation structures do not 
include standard facilities relating to sanitation, first aid, storage, staff and 
programing. : 

Of the 165 units, only 77 have shelters of any kind 23 of the 77 are inadequate 
and unsuitable for programing and other essential needs. The proposed pro- 
gram for expanding $1,225,000 will provide only the following: 21 new shelter 
structures; rehabilitation of 5 old buildings, ete. 

Photographs indicate the deplorable conditions of some of the existing struc- 
tures and a typical shelter which has ben constructed in the past few years which 
provides some of the basic needs. 

LIGHTING 


Washington, D. C., is extremely deficient in providing night lighting for 
public recreation purposes. In the Nation’s Capitol only one public playground 
has been illuminated for night recreation. Many sports fields are rationed or 
have 1 hour time limitations so regulation games cannot be played. 

The projected lighting program of $400,000 includes 20 locations as illustrated 
on the map. 

Extension of night facilities will provide an annnal addition of 17,160 hours of 
recreation opportunities and facilities to approximately 100,000 persons. 


SWIMMING POOLS 


The last public swimming pool was built in Washington in 1936. For several 
years, consistent and repeated efforts have been made by public recreation of- 
ficials to secure aditional swimming pools. 

Only 2 pools are included in the 10-year public works program at a cost of 
$1,300,000. Plans have been completed on drawings, ete. These two pools are 
to be located adjacent to public schools and public recreation grounds so they 
can receive maximum year-round use. During the schoolday, the pools will 
he used by the physical education classes and after school, evenings and vaca- 
tions by the community. 

The swimming pools offer a wide variety of activities such as first aid and 
swimming instructions, swimming, pageants, aquacades, family recreation, ete. 

The exhibit materials indicate that approximately 10,000 persons used the two 
pools (summer pools) under the District of Columbia Recreation Department in 
1953. Construction of the two pools included in this program will increase par- 
ticipation up to approximately 500,000. Several photographs are used to show 
the various types of typical activities. 

The final drawing presents details of the outside elements of the swimming- 
pool design. It should be noted that the sliding panels permit the pools to be 
enclosed during the winter and open during the summer. 


42387T—54——-11 
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GENERAL CONCLUSION 


Of the District’s $305. million public works program, only 1.3 percent of the 
total is set aside for public recreation. This amount is extremely small in view 
of the big job which needs to be done. It is essential that it not be reduced or 
— *reation is recognized as a positive force in community living. Wholesome 
and healthful recreation tends to aid in maintaining community discipline, com- 
munity solidarity and community morale. It likewise tends to assist other 
community forces in reducing deliquency, reducing street fatalities and improy- 
ing health factors. 

Mr. Curistransen. Mr. Chairman, for the time allotted to us we 
have, I think, a significant story to tell you in terms of the part the 
Recreation Department plays in the provision of recreation for the 
District of Columbia. 

We have assembled here a series of graphs, charts and maps, and 
you will see the story unfold in terms of our responsibilities concern- 
ing the recreation needs of the District of Columbia. 

By way of history, you will recall in 1942 the District Recreation 

Board was created by an act of Congress, the purpose of which was to 
provide for the unified operation of recreation in the District of Co- 
lumbia and also at'the same time to attack some of the deficiencies of 
recreation in the District of Columbia; and the main purpose, of 
course, also was to utilize the properties of public schools, the parks 
and other District property. 

I might say we are a small part of the total $305 million. Some 1.3 
percent of the $305 million, or $4 million, is recommended in this part 
of the public works program. 

The District recreation system plan that we follow was created by 
the National Capitol Planning Commission, and they have the re- 
sponsibility for err some of the land that is utilized. in the de- 
velopment of the public recreation system. 

Before you is the recreation system plan. The basis for it is a 
system of major and minor centers located at various locations 
throughout the city, some 165 locations, of which only 22 units are 
fully developed and 135 are undeveloped or have limited use. 

Representative O’HAra of Minnesota. Mr. Christiansen, I think it 
would be beneficial with respect to your testimony, if it is possible, 
to make a small file of that and insert it in the record. 

Mr. CrristiAnsen. All right; we will do that. 

Representative O’HAra of Minnesota. I realize it can’t be colored. 

Mr. Curist1ANnsEN. We have the reduced size maps and we can very 
easily do that, Mr. Chairman. 

We are getting these playgrounds and recreation centers scattered 
throughout the entire city so they will be easily accessible to chiJdren 
and adults for recreation purposes. 

Here is a chart which shows the recreation system plan. We have 
165 units, of which 157 are in = ownership. Of the 157 units, 135 
are still undeveloped or have limited use. This is significant in terms 
of population needs. Our population in 1940 was 663,000. It in- 
creased to 802,000, in 1950, and the estimated figure for 1954 is 853,000, 
with a forecast close to a million by 1960. This will show you what 
the Recreation Board has done in the last 10 years in terms of increas- 
ing our opportunities. Funds allocated have allowed only spot 
development. 
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This bar graph shows proposed finding by year and is important 
because it shows the number of people in the District of Columbia 
who are interested in recreation, with whom we deal directly or in- 
directly through the Recreation Board members and members of the 
Recreation Department staff. You will recognize many of these or- 
ganizations because you have dealt with them, yourselves, i in the past. 

I won't describe those because they more or less speak for them- 
selves, but they are significant in showing what is happening in the 

need and providing of recreation for the District of Columbia. 

Here is.a chart showing economy in planning and use. This 
h ippens to be about an 18-acre tract of land to provide school faeili- 

ies and recreation facilities. This happens to be an actual project. 

~ Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is there any coordination, 
Mr. Christiansen, between your program and the proposed program 
of the School Board ? 

Mr. CuristrAnsen, Yes; we have excellent working relations with 
the School Board and through the Parks Office in the planning and 
development of these facilities. 

Here is a good example, as I just mentioned, of some 18 acres which 
was bought some years ago by the Planning Commission. 

Here is a site for the new junior high school, and here are typical! 
types of facilities for your interscholastic programs, sports and rec- 
reatijonsactivities, and for a complete community recreation program. 

Note that it consists of such facilities as softball and hardball dia- 
monds, track, football field, court games, and, of course, adequate 
parking space. 

This is an actual project under way which we have worked out 
together with the school officials. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You say there is a consider- 
able shortage of recreation and school facilities, athletic fields, in the 
school system, as it exists presently ? 

Mr. Curist1anseN. Yes; very definitely. There is very definitely 
a lack of scholastic sports facilities for public schools. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is there also in a general 
way a shortage of facilities in your own department ? 

Mr. Curistiransen. V ery definitely, and that is part of the reason 
we are presenting these things here today to the committee. 

Of the 165 units prescribed, 135 are still undeveloped or not in use. 

Here are the locations scattered throughout the city, easily acces- 
sible to the public. 

This chart shows the location of the 135 units that are partially 
complete. 

Here again is a typical neighborhood park layout. This happens 
to be Langdon Park playground, and this area is in operation, al- 
though not t totally developed. 

All these areas are thoughtfully planned to meet the various types 
of recreation needs. 

I have two charts to show you here, with photographs. 

This illustrates some of the common street condit ons, court areas 

Are we going to have this, or are we going to have this? 

These are some of the facilities we have already been able to fix up. 
Which are typical. 

Now, of the 165 units, only 77 have some type of shelter on them. 
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By shelter, we mean some place for sanitation, storage, first aid, ; 
some minimum facilities for e ating purposes, and also for some ty ~ 3 
of recreation activities, 

Twenty-three of these are inadequate. 

This is the location of the existing 77 that have shelters on the 
grounds, 

There are 88 units in the recreation system with no shelters of : 
kind, and that is significant—I want to repeat. this—because we i 
no sanitation, storage, first aid and office facilities for our progran 

With this partial public-works program we have before you, we 
will be able to provide 21 new shelters, remodel 2 existing shelters and 
complete the construction of 4 field houses and 1 community building, 

These are just two outline sketches, showing a typical layout of a 
shelter and a field house. 

This plan illustrates facilities in a typical field house and how the 
four proposed houses will appear when completed. 

We recognize the need to have these which are designed for multiple 
use purposes, for dances, for gymnasium-auditorium purposes, kit 
chen, crafts room, office and reading room, and which are much more 
economical. 

This shelter layout, of course, is on a much smaller scale, but is a 
propriate on small areas. 

Here are some photographs to show you some of the old types of 
shacks, as we call them, for shelters, and here is a new one we have 
provided i in the past few years, 

You can see the effect this will have in reducing vandalism and hav- 
ing a respectable public facility. 

Here are a couple of charts showing some of the typical types of 
activities that are conducted indoors for recreation participants. 

This next section is on night lighting. 

In the District of Columbia we only have one public lighted facility 
wheve we have sports and ithletie activities; and, of course, we think 
that is very unfortunate because with lighted facilities we can extend 
our facilities to the people seeking reereation. 

For example, we have to actually ration our fields, and many of our 
baseball and softball games have to be set. up on an hourly basis, and 
sometimes played only once a week. 

In other sections of the country many of our smaller communities 
are far ahead of us in providing such facilities, and with the large 
population we have here we think with the addition of the 20 units we 
will be able to provide 17,160 more hours of recreation for about 
100,000 persons. 

There are many things you can, do with night lighted facilities. 

We come now to the next section, the swimming pools, 

We were only able to include 2 swimming pools, and yet since 1936 
we have had no facilities built for swimming in Washington. The last 
pool was built in that year. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. 1936? 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN, 1936, 

We include these two pools, 

This chart. shows the participation that we had in our pools last 
summer, some 55,000. 

If we are able.to provide these 2-additional pools for year-round 
use, we will be able to serve 500,000 more people. 
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Now, the significant thing to tell you about this expansion of use 
is that we intend for these to be year-round pools, a year-round ac- 
tivity, not just a summer activity; and by location of these pools 
next to school buildings they can be used in connection with physical 
educational programs during the days and after school for community 
recreation. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. There you would have the 
pools indoors ; is that the idea? 

Mr. Curistiansen. I will show you a photograph here, a sketch'a 
little bit later. 

The panels slide up in the summer and slide down in the winter- 
time. So, you have a combination indoor-outdoor pool. 

[ will show you that schedule in a moment. 

Here are some typical photographs of a variety of activities you 
can do, such as first aid, swimming instructions, life-saving instruc- 
tions, water shows, competition, diving, and just for plain fun, for 
recreation survival. 

You recall how many boys we lost who weren’t able to swim be- 
cause they weren’t taught to swim. We will be able to do such teach- 
ing here in school during the day, and then follow up in the evening. 

This is the kind of sketch; Mr. Chairman, that shows this type of 
00l, 

Incidentally, we have the plans and specifications all ready for 
the pools. 

Representative O°Hara of Minnesota. How much will they cost? 

Mr. Curtstransen. They are expensive—about a million to a mil- 
lion three hundred thousand dollars. 

Representative Harris. $1,300,000 each ? 

Mr. Crrtstiansen, No; for two. 

Representative ©O’Hara of Minnesota, What is the size of those 
pools? 

Mr. Curistiansen. They are standard type—about 75 by 40 feet, 
plus a recess for a diving pool at the end, so, there’s no confusion with 
the swimming part of the pool. 

These are located next to Randall Junior High School, and the other 
is located up hext to Wilson and Deal, Deal Junior High and Wilson 
High School. 

In closing, very briefily I would just like to read this punchline 
statement : Thaareation is a positive force in our community living, 
and we think it is just as important as education, health, and welfare, 
as it is one of the stabilizing forces for community morale, commu- 
nity solidarity. We feel that recreation, supports other community 
factors in tending to help reduce the delinquency, reduce fatalities in 
the streets, and improve our health factors. 

That is the story we have to present, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How many swimming pools 
do you have in the District now operating? 

Mr. CuristiansEn, There are eight public pools. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. So that the additional 2 
would make it 10? 

Mr. Curtsttansen. Yes, sir. 

We have a long-range plan for about another eight pools. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I was wondering—of course, 
one of the big problems in the summer is for those who—I don’t 
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like to use the word “underprivileged’”—do not or cannot go to 
lake resort, or something like that, for swimming—whether you fully 
considered the need for outdoor pools rather than the expensive type 
vou have indicated here. 

Mr. Cyrtstransen. Yes. We are making revisions in our long- 
range program on swimming because we realize, because of the ex 
pense of some of these old, larger pools, we may have to go into some of 
the smaller plant schools for just summer use, particularly in parts of 
the city where there are long distances to travel to get access to the 
pools. 

Of course, you realize the Potomac is not now nor will it ever be 
suitable for swimming because of pollution. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And it is rather hazardous. 

Mr. CurtstraAnsen. Yes, and so is Anacostia River. We have had 
several drownings in vears past. 

So, that is the story, Mr, Chairman. 

As I say, we are only a small part of this program, but we feel 
we have a significant part to play in the community life. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Let me say, Mr. Christiansen, 
it is the important part. even though it is the small part. 

Mr. CurisTransen. Mr. Chairman, may I add one comment in con- 
nection with Mr. Harris’ comment vesterday about the stadium? 

Our Recreation Board has land adjacent to the Coolidge High 
School, to which you referred yesterday. Back in 1950 the Recrea- 
tion Board took steps to transfer the jurisdiction of the property on 
which the stadium and sports field was to be located. Since that time 
it is my understanding the Board of Education has asked for funds 
each year for completion of that stadium. 

Representative Harrts. Do you mean that the property at the ath 
letic field has been transferred to the Recreation Board ? 

Mr. Curistransen. No; the Recreation Board has asked that it be 
transferred to the Board of Education so they can ask for the funds. 

Representative Harris. Has it been transferred to the Board of 
Education ? 

Mr. CuretstTrIaNnsen. It has as far as we'are concerned. The National 
Capital Planning Commission has the basic authority to make the 
transfer as they bought the land. 

We took that action in 1950. 

Representative Harris. I thought that field belonged to Coolidge 
High School. 

Mr. Curist1Ansen. We have a combination of two jurisdictions in- 
volved at Coolidge. You have part of the property originally bought 
for the school site: in addition to that, you have several acres that were 
added as a recreation center. 

That was bought by the Planning Commission. There was an inter- 
change of site locations, to get the school on the best location, so that 
most of the area would be left for recreation and sports purposes, and 
that actually happened, 

Then, during the past few years, with the interest in the stadium 
site, the Board of Education asked if we would transfer jurisdiction, 
which we voted in 1950, to permit them to go ahead and ask for funds 
for the stadium. 

Representative Harris. Have they asked for those funds? 
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Mr. CHurIsTIANSEN. Yes. 

Representative Harris. How much have they asked for ‘ 

Mr. CuristtansEn. I think it was around $350,000, Mr. Harris. 
am not sure. 

Representative Harris. I know you wanted the field house and all 
the other things that go with it, but what I am asking about now is 
sufficient funds, some $50,000, to fence the place, to preserve it and 
keep it from deteriorating further as time goes on. 

For some 14 years I understand it has been out there and those open- 
ings leading from the field to the gymnasium on each side, I under- 
stand, are clogged wp and corroding ; the embankment is eroding, 
and the drainage you have out there, the drainage field, is all clogged 
up and deteriorated. 

If that situation continues, it will never be rehabilitated if some- 
thing isn’t done right away. 

We want to know if we can get some support out of you to get enough 
funds to keep what you have got out there. 

Mr. Curistiansen. My understanding is that they have consistently 
asked for the funds, and have asked for them again in their program, 
for their stadium and ground conditions out there. 

Representative Harris. I would like to have information as to how 
much it would cost to fence the place, to stop the erosion out there 
and to take some action to stop the erosion of the embankments, and to 
rehabilitate andtake care of what drainage you do have out there. 

Mr. Curtstiansen. All right. 

Representative Harris. I would like to have information as to how 
much that would cost. 

Mr. CurisTIANsEN. What you are asking for is a combined estimate 
for the schools and the Recreation Board, for we have the responsi- 
bility for some of that, the maintenance of that property, as well as 
the school; and we will get that information for you. 

Representative Harris. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I must confess I am very 
heartily in agreement with Mr. Harris. It is a shame to have that 
field depreciating and deteriorating, because it is just pennywise and 
pound foolish, because ultimately we are going to have to spend a lot 
of money to put that field in shape and I would think also it would be 
of tremendous use, even though it is not extensively improved, for 
athletic purposes and for playground purposes. 

Mr. Curist1Ansen. Well, Mr. Chairman, I might say that just isn’t 
true of the Coolidge areas. We have many areas in the city which 
are actually going to need capital improvements before you get 
through if ‘adequate maintenance isn’t provided. 

I also want to make a statement I should have made earlier. We 
have felt we have been in a financial straightjacket for about 12 years, 
because of the fact the Recreation Board came into being in 1942 
when the war first started. During those early years you will recall 
there were pretty stiff limitations put on what you could do to reerea- 
tion facilities. When the war was over the National Produc- 
tion Board imposed very serious restrictions on recreational construc- 
tion, and now we are in this very serious financial situation, I also 
want to say that during these years we have received every fair, sin- 
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cere consideration from our budget officials and our Commissioners in 
connection with trying to cut the cloth to fit the pattern. 

So, now we feel this situation even more than ever because the finan- 
cial condition wasn’t as serious as it is now; but we have been given 
every fair break and treatment in our efforts to provide facilities and 
services. 

The Cuarrman. Did you at one time have funds that would have 
permitted you to do something on these fields if you could have gotten 
materials from the National Production Authority ? 

Mr. Curistiansen. We could have gotten more money then, but 
there was no need to ask for the money because we wouldn’t have been 
able to do it with the restrictions of the NPA. 

We just cut our program way down. We had money for building 
construction, and in 1946 we just had to delete it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I realize, Mr. Christiansen, 
you have been under a lot of handicaps, as you have illustrated, in these 
difficult times from 1942 on, but I certainly hope that in this program 
there will be sensible consideration given to the preservation of these 
playgrounds and other facilities, including that Coolidge situation. 
I think it is a shame to let that Coolidge situation continue when it is 
ultimately going to cost that much more to put it in shape. 

Mr. CurisriaANsen. Yes, because these capital improvements were 
not provided. 

The CHarrman. I notice in your statement that you spoke of the 
efficiency in the night lighting for public recreation purposes. 

Mr. CrrisTIANnsENn. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. You state: 

In the Capital only one public playground hag been illuminated for night 
recreation. 

Mr. CuristIansen. That’s right. 

The Cuairman. Out through the Middle West you find small towns 
that have illuminated fields for baseball areas—— 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And kittenball. 

The Cuarrman. Kittenball, football, and so forth, and most of the 
football games, intercollegiate games, in a large part, now are night 
games, which results generally in better attendance, too, as far as that 
is concerned. 

Mr. Cnretstiansen. I think that is a very significant statement. 
That is.the thing we are trying to do here. It is a fine thing to fly 
over at night and see the lighted facilities that all these communities 
have. 

The Cratrman. I can say that better than 50 percent, probably 
more likely 80 percent, of the lighted fields in the towns in my State 
have been developed voluntarily, either by athletic associations or the 
Lions Club or the chamber of commerce, or some group acting as a 
sponsor to raise funds. They have not been by public funds, 

Now, is there any attempt of that sort in Washington ? 

Mr. Curtstransen. We are very fortunate in, getting assistance 
from various civic groups. Most of the services we get are through 
voluntary assistance, personal services. We do get some funds with 
which we are able to carry on certain types of neighborhood or com- 
munity projects, but when we get into these night lighted projects, 
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for an example, they are fairly expensive as to what we would like to 
do. Sometimes you have to have overhead lighting; sometimes you 
have to go into the ground, depending on the location in the city. 

We actually haven't had any citywide organizational attempt to 
get money for this problem; but we do feel it is essential to provide 
the facilities. 

Representative Harris. You mean by public subscription ? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. 
statement ? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN. Senator Case asked a question about the stadium 
site, a big stadium site. He asked about that yesterday, I believe. 
Maybe you don’t want to take the time now to go into that. 

The CuarrMan. Let me just ask you this question: Would the site 
at Coolidge have been adequate for a new stadium, or would the 9,000 
seating capacity exhaust the possibility ? 

Mr. CurisTransen. It would only take care of your bare high-school 
needs. It would not be sufficient for a large citywide type of thing 
that you referred to. 

The CHarrMan. From a recreational standpoint, as far as the city is 
concerned, do you see any need for a large municipal stadium ? 

Mr. CHRISTIANSEN, I certainly do. I think we should have one in 
this city. 

The CHarrMan. What seating capacity should it have? 

Mr. CuristIANsEN. We have been through that situation. We have 
had many discussions, In fact, I believe Mr. O'Hara and Mr. Harris 
worked with ‘us. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think Mr. Harris was the 
author of a bill on that. 

Mr. CurisTIANseN. You will remember we worked on that back in 
1947 and 1948. You will remember we had some discussions. 

Representative Harris. Yes: for years. 

Mr, Curistiansen. That's right. 

Incidentally, the site is still available. It is over near the Armory. 

There have been severz] estimates made in connection with this 
stadium site, varying from 60,000 to 90,000, for attendance require- 
ments. 

The CHamMan. In your judgment, would a site of that size pay out 
so that it would support a revenue-bond issue ¢ 

Mr. Curistransen. The history of most of the large types of stadi- 
ums, to which you refer, are not paying out profits. They are a source 
of revenue, depending on what type of organization you have pro- 
moting it; but very few of them actually pay out. They are an ex- 
pensive type of thing. 

The CHarrman. How much of a subsidy would the Government 
have to provide in order to make it possible? Would it make any con- 
tribution at all toward its original cost ? 

Mr. CuristrANnsENn. I would hope so, but I am not able to answer the 
specifies to which you refer. 

I would certainly feel something could be used for national affairs, 
political gatherings, Army-Navy games, to which you referred yes- 
terday, big festivals, pageants, demonstrations, and, of course, for 


Does that conclude your 
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businessmen, too. We have the American Legion coming here soon. 

The Cuatrman. If you go to any of the large cities of Europe, you 
can’t help but be impressed that through the centuries the big cities 
of Europe, whether it is in Spain, where they have the bowls for 
bullfights, or whether it is in Rome, most of the big cities of the 
world, have had large centers for recreational gatherings, and I, per- 
sonally, feel that the national interest warrants our doing something 
of that sort here in the Capital, and I was wondering if it might be 
approached by a park revenue bond issue. 

Mr. Crreistransen. Well, I don’t feel I could commit myself as to 
what would be the logical approach to that. I have thought about 
this project, but feel it is such a terrific expenditure of funds in the 
original investment, as well as for carrying it, it would be better if 
we held off on that score, hoping there might be some other oppor- 
tunity. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Christiansen, we thank 
you. 

Did you have anything to suggest, Mr. Chairman? 

We try to cut this as short as we can. 

Mr. Henry Gicuner. Our part in the program would be only $4 
million. It is a very small part and, when we see the juvenile de- 
linquency, which T believe can be curtailed through adequate playing 
facilities, I think that we should go ahead with this program. 

Representative O’ Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Dr. Frederick C. Heath, acting director of 
Public Health for the District of Columbia, and his associates. 

Doctor, I notice you have been allotted 30 minutes. I realize that 
is little enough time. However, if there is any way we can conserve 
any time, I will appreciate it. 


STATEMENT OF DR: FREDERICK C. HEATH, ACTING DIRECTOR OF 
PUBLIC HEALTH FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY DR. PHILIP A. E. STEBBING, SUPERINTENDENT, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GENERAL HOSPITAL; AND DR. DANIEL 
L. FINUCANE, SUPERINTENDENT AND MEDICAL DIRECTOR, 
GLENN DALE HOSPITAL 


Dr. Hearn. We will be able to stay within the 30 minutes, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I was hoping you might do 
even better. We dre.certainly running into a situation where we are 
not going to get to the rest of this testimony the way we are going, 
although I realize that all these phases everybody is supporting are 
jmportant. 

octor, have you filed a prepared statement ? 

Dr. Heatu. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right. 

( The prepared material submitted by Dr. Heath is as follows:) 





5 


16 


< 
~ 
_— 
“ 
5 
5 
= 
i 
S 
jon) 
e 
= 
e 
o 
Pp 
= 
Ee 
Q 
Z 
o 
vo 
D 
bs 
a 
2 
5 
o 
= 
os 
~ 
~ 
aa 


000 ‘00F 000 ‘COL 


Sy6l $961 


TAINVG Ad G4aLLINGAS 


“VIdK’ 





IvaA Jo Uy SN 40] OIGTTBAY z 
fjes9do 10j O[QUIVAV Tee yk ; 


Jd} UID YI[PA ISBOYION MON 
101 U89 UIA GEM Gey MON 
(y) 000 ‘OOF 000 ‘O0OT “JajUID GI[ve_ BIsooweUuy MeN 
() 000 ‘009 000 ‘08% 49, U8 ITPA eMYWION [RIYUID MeN 
SOULS JUsUTJIBGG [Be 
| TUN DIJJVISGO MAN 
() 000 ‘OSE Burpling ausioys Man 
000 ‘00¢ | BuIp[ing dayeTyoAsd Zurys{x9 Jo UOTS19.\ UOD 
000 “ggg *T i jiun dLQeIqgoASd MaN 
000 ‘( 000 ‘C6F ‘Z| O00 ‘Sos SUIpTing WoNMeIsSIUIUIps pus oTUTfO JUueT) ed 
i “JNO OFUl 40} 8] PIjJJ0A UO OQ 01) IJUN STso[NoJeqGNy peq-DOE MON 
000 OSZ ¢ | 000 ‘OST SUA UL pus sUBfoIsAYd J UBpIse1 10) Ar0j;WOp JUeUIORIdeYy 
(wy 000 “892 000 ‘Ze UOTIIPpR opINs ZuTjwedGg 
| [epdsoy [Baus BIQUINJOD Jo WLISIG 
(y) 000 “SLI Surpting AzI]GO Meu Jo UOTPONIYSUOD ‘e[%] WUE 
} | . 
1961 =| 0961 6s6t | SsS6l | JZ86t | 9S6r | SSé6r 
| | | 


upib0id U01ZINASUOI 4Of aINpaYyIs aUry 


HLIVaP Orisog 40 ¥OLoaald “Hd ‘d “dW ‘8a9NIMOag “*T 
10) 40 LOTMLSIGl ‘HLIVaY OLIsNd JO INA NIAVAIG AHL AOA WVADONT NOLLOAALSNOD SMHOMA OITANd Gasoaoug 


166 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC HEALTH, $14,025,000 


The public-works program for the District of Columbia as of January 1, 1954, 
provided the following amounts for the Department of Public Health: 


District of Columbia General Hospital ; , 900, 000 
Tubercolosis sanatorium___--—- : Wee of sda 175, 000 
Public-health centers___- . E , 350, 000 


Total__ —_— a ‘ od . , 025, 000 


The program under each of these three categories is discussed below. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GENERAL HOSPITAL 


1. 300-bed tuberculosis unit, $3,450,000 


Tuberculosis bed problem.—On January 1, 1958, the Central Registry of the 
Bureau of Tuberculosis Control, Department of Public Health, listed a total 
of 7,459 cases of tuberculosis in the community. Of this number 2,404 were 
classified as active and in need of hospitalization but only 1,253 cases were 
actually receiving care in various hospitals, including institutions of the Dis- 
trict government, private hospitals, and Veterans’ Administration hospitals. 

It is significant to note that the remaining 1,151 persons with tuberculosis 
in the active stages of the disease and in need of hospitalization could not be 
given hospital care because of the shortage of beds. In addition, 192 patients 
were known to have no medical supervision whatsoever, although they were 
suffering with pulmonary tuberculosis in an active stage of the disease and were 
probably spreading it to other persons. 

In order to alleviate some of the shortage in tuberculosis beds, the District 
government has made arrangements to provide care for a daily average of 
approximately 49 tuberculosis patients at Freedmen’s Hosnital. During the 
fiseal year 1954 the District is reimbursing the Federal Government at the 
rate of $11.50 a patient day for such care, or a total for the year of approxi 
mately $205,000. 

Number of beds needed.—A determination of the actual number of beds needed 
for hospitalization of patients suffering with tuberculosis in any area must be 
based upon (1) the number of (a) new cases reported plus (b) the number 
of old cases which become active, and (2) the ayerage number of davs stay 
in the hospital. It is recognized that a small percentage of cases even though 
they are in a communicable form can be provided care by isolation in their 
homes, but such form of care is an exception and as a general rule all cases 
of active tuberculosis require hospital care. 

During the past 3 fiscal years an average of 1,872 new tuberculosis cases a 
year were reported in the District. Of this number, 884 were active and in 
need of hospitalization. In addition to that figure, experience indicates that 
approximately 230 old cases become active again each year, ~The total number 
of active cases for which beds should be provided, therefore, is 1,114 a year 

The average length of stay of patients in the tuberculosis service at District 
of Columbia General Hospital and Upshur Street Hospital in the fiscal year 1953 
was 460 days. The use of antibiotic therapy has not shortened the number of 
days stay of patients in the hospital. It has, however, markedly reduced the 
death rate. The patients are living longer, receiving better care, and a larger 
percentage are recovering from their disease. The total number of new cases 
found in the population and requiring hospitalization, however, has not decreased 

When the average length of stay (460 days) is multiplied by the number of 
patients who require hospitalization (1,114) and then divided by the number 
of days in the year (365) it is found that a total of 1,404 tuberculosis beds 
are required. The number available and the net shortage at the present time 
is as follows: 


Glenn Dale Hospital ‘ ce §; 60 
District of Columbia General Hospital 
Freedmen’s Hospital (District of Columbia patients) 


Total beds available 
Total beds required 


Net bed shortage 
1 Excludes Upshur Street Hospital which is old and should be abandoned. 
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Future use for building.—If the amount of tuberculosis in the community is 
ever reduced to the point where the beds provided under this item are no longer 
required, it is proposed to convert the structure into (1) an outpatient clinic 
and (2) administration building. 

1. As an outpatient clinie building, space will be provided for the following 
activities : 

(a) Central admitting department: This unit is now temporarily located in 
makeshift surroundings in the old laundry. The space is inadequate, crowded, 
poorly laid out, and poorly ventilated. 

(b>) Outpatient clinics: An adequate outpatient service is important to the 
hospital because it permits the care of many patients on an outpatient rather 
than an inpatient Basis. Such a service is required also to provide care for 
patients who need medical attention, but who do not require the intensive 
type of attention which is given to acutely ill bed patients. The outpatient 
service also works up patients prior to their admission to the hospital and thus 
suves expense in that way. Thus, it may be seen that a good outpatient service 
is essential in a general hospital not only to provide an efficient medical pro- 
gram for the public, but also to keep down the expense of medical care to the 
tuxpayer. 

The hospital at the present time operates 20 clinics as follows: Cardiac ar- 
terial clinic, cardiac clinic, chest clinic, dental clinic, dermatology clinic, dia- 
betic clinic, endocrine clinic, ear, nose and throat clinic, eye clinic, genito-urinary 
clinic, gynecology clinic, medical diagnostic clinic, general medical clinic, mental 
hygiene clinic, neurology clinic, orthopedic clinic, physical medicine clinic, 
weight-reduction clinic, pre and post natal obstetrical clinic, and surgical clinic. 

(c) Central emergency rooms and enclosed ambulance entrance; The facilities 
in the present admitting office are unsatisfactory for handling emergency acci- 
dent cases. These cases should be completely separated from those which are 
undergoing routine examination for admission. They should not be carried 
through the general admitting office where other persons waiting for attention 
may stare at the patient. 

(¢) Observation ward: An observation ward of 4 rooms each with 4 or 5 
beds, plus a eell for police cases, should be provided. 

(e) Control of eligibility: Facilities are required for workers of the Bureau 
of Medical Assistance to interview patients to determine their financial and 
residence eligibility for admission. 

(f) Central control and storage of patients’ property: This function should 
be centralized to guard against losses and irregularities which occasionally 
occur. 

(vy) Central information and visitors service: This service should also be 
located in this building thus providing better control over visitors than is 
now the case. 

(h) Central record room: This service will centralize all medical records of 
patients and make them available to all medical personnel at any point in the 
hospital where they may be desired. 

(i) Pharmacy: The pharmacy will be located near the outpatient clinics so 
that it may serve patients readily. 

2. As an administration building space will be provided to relieve the very 
crowded conditions in the administrative offices. Some of the administrative 
personnel at the present time are seattered in different buildings and different 
locations in the same buildings. The administrative control and efficiency of 
operation of the hospital are thus greatly reduced. 

The administrative services which will be located in the building are as follows : 

(a) Office of the Superintendent 

(b) Office of the Deputy Superintendent 

(c) Office of the chief of staff 

(d) Office of the Medical Superintendent 

(e) Nursing department 

(f) Business office 

(9g) Office of utility officer 

(i) @haplain 

(7) Employee facilities such as lockers, toilets, and washrooms, and_rec- 
reational facilities 

(j) Telephone switchboard 

(k) Library and reading room 
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2. 250-bed psychiatric building, $2,500,000 

The present psychiatric unit at District of Columbia General Hospital was 
declared by the Overholser Committee and by the Wortis Committee as up- 
suitable for the purpose for which it is used. It is inefficiently laid out and 
fails to provide very necessary separation of patients. The unit also is nonfire 
proof and has open stairways thus making it a hazardous place in which to 
locate patients, especially when it is considered that the doors have to be kept 
locked and the windows protected by heavy screens to prevent escape. 

The present phychiatric unit was built in 1922 and is now obsolete for that 
purpose, <A recent inspection by the fire marshal and an engineer of the Depart 
ment of Public Health found that many urgent repairs and alterations amounting 
to more than $250,000 were needed for the safety of patients. The defects 
ihe building are too numerous to mention here. 

It is being recommended that a new completely fireproof building be con- 
structed with a maximum capacity of 250 patients. These patients for pm 
poses of therapy should be divided into six categories as follows: 


Patients 
Geriatric ne oni ‘ , . 40 
Juvenile ated b tiie sabi 4 30 
Alcoholic__.______ > ‘ i ll Sis ‘ 60 
Disturbed__ — ’ me . , 40 
Suicidal sie ‘ ‘ 4 sh eect ‘ 40 
Quiet and convalescent___- ; asia shed ’ ; 40 


Total : a igo Miia ape Cini 


After the new psychiatric building is completed, the old units will be con 
verted into a greatly needed facility for chronic and convalescent patients, 
&. Expansion of operating suite, $800,000 

The District General Hospital lacks sufficient operating rooms to perform the 
amount of surgery required for an institution of that size. As a result, patients 
who are ready for surgery frequently have to wait until their operations can be 
scheduled. Elective surgery frequently has to be postponed even after the patient 
has been fully prepared for the operation while the hospital concentrates on 
emergency work. All such postponements not only lead to complications in the 
patient’s condition, but they also increase the length of stay and the cost to the 
community, Many operations considered elective when first seen have to be post 
poned so many times that they become emergencies. 

During the fiscal year 1953, District of Columbia General Hospital performed 
2,429 major operations, 8,188 minor operations, and 6,719 procedures in the sixth 
floor suite of the Surgery Building. All except emergency work is performed 
between 8 a. m. or sometimes earlier, and 2 p. m. 

District General Hospital has 240 beds in the building for surgery. On¢ 
operating room should be provided for every 30 beds. According to this ratio 
the hospital needs 8 operating rooms as compared with 4 available at present. 

The project for which funds are requested here is intended primarily to improve 
the existing facilities of the surgical suite, and provide necessary adjunct 
facilities to the operating rooms which do not now exist, or have long since become 
inadequate because of the size of the hospital. It will increase the number of 
operating rooms from 4 to 8 and provide sterilizing and recovery rooms, doetors 
and nurses dressing rooms, ete. The suite will also be air conditioned to protect 
patients against excessive and dangerous dehydration during major operations 
in the summertime. 

5. 200-room dormitory building for interns and resident physicians, $900,000 

District General Hospital experiences difficulty in filling positions for interns 
and residents because of the very poor living arrangements available for such 
personnel. These persons are housed in various makeshift arrangements wher: 
ever they can be found about the hospital grounds. Buildings which become too 
dilapidated for use by patients are assigned as living quarters for professional 
personnel. 

Interns and residents have to be housed on the grounds because most of them 
are single and are subject to call day and night. They are essential to the 
operation of the hospital which must be continuous both day and night seven 
days a week. With the profession staff scattered about the grounds it becomes 
extremely difficult to locate interns and residents when they are needed for 
emergencies or for staff conferences. 
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These persons are now housed in the following structures ; 

In residence No. 1 consisting of the 2d and 3d floors of a 100-year-old 
building formerly known as the Crippled Children’s Building. This 
building will very likely have to be razed before the proposed new 
300-bed tuberculosis unit can be started 

In home No. 2 which is a 1-story temporary structure built during World 
War Il. This structure was intended for only temporary occupancy. 
It is not only inconvenient and unsuitable for the housing of professional 
personnel, but it is also extremely difficult to maintain " 

In home No, 3 another temporary 1-story structure built during World 
War II. This building has the defects mentioned above for home 
No. 

In the 3d-floor penthouse of the Communic able Disease Building. ceils 

In the Nurses Residence Building. These quarters are urgently needed 
to house graduate and student nurses________-__~-~ 


DORR ities stints Ss nto sini = wings 102 


District of Columbia General Hospital has a total of 130 positions for interns 
and residents. Of these, 102 are housed as shown above, 18 live away from the 
reservation, and 10 of the positions are vacant. 

In the forseéable future it is expected that District of Columbia General will 
have a total of 175 interns and residents for whom quarters will be required, 
Besides that, rooms will be needed for approximately 25 other persons who 
should live on the grounds if possible such as technicians, pharmacists, 
medical officers. 

Thus it may be seen that new living quarters are urgently needed and that 
they should be large enough to accomodate 200 persons. 


and 


5. Utility Services Building, $350,000 

The bed capacity of District of Columbia General Hospital has increased 
approximately one-third within the last 15 years. The amount of drugs and 
other supplies required to treat the average patient has more than doubled’ in 
accordanee with new therapeutic methods developed during that same period 
of time. No increase in _ Space for storing all these materials, however, has 


been provided. 

The hospital moreover has no facilities for the'storage of frozen foods which 
can be bought in large quantity in season at substantial savings. Additional 
space for this purpose would permit efficient and economical purchases of food. 

It is estimated that a storage space of at least 20,000 square feet is required. 
Space is also required to provide dressing rooms and lockers for employees’ who 
are required to wear uniforms on their jobs, but forbidden to wear them off 
grounds. Such space is important in the administration of the hospital because 
it will provide a place in which employees may change their clothes, store their 
valuables, eat their lunches, and take showers. It should be noted that such a 
facility will also provide the management better control than it how has over 
packages which employees carry from the hospital grounds. 


6. Obstetrics and gynecology building, $3 million 


The present obstetric unit was constructed during World War Il. It is a one 
story structure and contains much building material and equipment of war time 
manufacture which cannot be expected to give satisfactory service much ‘longer. 

The unit at present contains 106 beds. The volume of work has increased 
from approximately 200 deliveries a month in 1945, to nearly 500 in 1953... This 
means there are about 20 deliveries a day. The period of hospitalization for 
uncomplicated cases has to be restricted to 3 days in. order to provide space 
for cases with complications. Even with early ambulation, 3 days are an unsafe 
margin on which to work. 

Gynecology which is a part of the same department, is at;the present handled 
in the Surgical Building and is occupying space much needed for surgery. It 
also necessitates the doctors leaving the obstetric unit in order to make their 
rounds on the gynecology service. It would be highly. desirable to have these 
services combined in the same unit. 

A new building is urgently needed to provide 150 beds for maternity and 
gynecology patients with 200 bassinets for newborn babies. 
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7. Convert present psychiatric group to rehabilitation and convalescent cent: 
$500,000 

The District General Hospital at the present time has no facilities in which 
it can provide efficient and economical care for convalescing general patients, 
Such patients are scattered among the wards for accutely ill patients and they 
tend to take up the time of physicians and nurses who should be preoccupied 
with care for the aceutely ill. Under such circumstances, the time of personne! 
engaged on the ward is not utilized with the maximum efficiency. 

The need for facilities to take care of chronically ill patients is expected 
to increase considerably in future years. As more people live to advanced Years 
the amount of chronic illness in the community increases. Furthermore, there 
seems to be a growing tendency on the part of children and relatives to shirk 
their responsibilities toward the aged and ill members of the family. This 
deficieney has to be made up by the Government. 


GLENN DALE HOSPITAL 


1. Utility building, $175,000 


The utilities and maintenance service at Glenn Dale Hospital is responsible 
for the upkeep of the entire physical plant, consisting of 17 buildings, 216 acres 
of ground, and all mechanical equipment. No provision has ever been made at 
any single place on the hospital grounds for sufficient space to serve as a base 
for the 67 employees in the utility department and to house all the activities 
thereof. 

Thirty-one of the employees use space originally designed as garage and 
storage space. It is crowded, poorly ventilated, and completely unsatisfactory 
from the standpoint of toilet and locker facilities. The remaining 36 employees 
and their equipment is scattered throughout the institution over a 50-aere tract 
and housed in 10 or more different locations. It is extremely difficult to coor- 
dinate the work of these employees and the resulting loss of time, material, and 
equipment represents a considerable annual expenditure. 

The scattered condition of the utilities and maintenance service is evident 
from the following list of locations at which activities are conducted and their 
distance from the existing shop and office space. 

A storage closet 6 by 12 feet for the housing of tools, etc., located in the 
powerhouse 100 feet away. 

Unsupervised storage space for heavy items such as pipes located in the 
excavated portion of the laundry basement 225 feet away. 

Paint shop located in unit B hospital approximately 935 feet away. The 
pitifully small amount of space available to the paint shop makes it neces- 
sary to refinish hospital furniture, beds, and other equipment in whatever 
space can be found at the moment, usually out of doors or in the hospital 
corridors. Spray work must be done out of doors because of the absence 
of properly ventilated or fireproof indoor space. 

Lawn mowers and small tools in the water pumping station 100 feet. 

Other tools, accessories, etc., in the root cellar 100 feet still farther in the 
same direction. 

Fire hose and other equipment in the water-softening plant 200 feet in 
another direction. 

Seed in a cabinet located in one corner of the electric shop. 

Large pieces of equipment used by the outdoor ground maintenance force 
in an unsupervised basement garage of the employees building approxi- 
mately 2,400 feet away. 

Work space for the refrigeration engineer in a corner of the electric shop. 

Spray material and supplies used by the exterminator in a closet on the 
ground floor of unit B building. 

Periodic surveys of the physical plant at Glenn Dale Hospital conducted over 
the past few years by the District of Columbia Fire Marshal and the hospital 
property officer have rapidly indicated that fire prevention and stock contro! 
measures cannot be applied because of the lack of a central shop for the storing 
of supplies and inflammable materials. A review of the needs and scattered 
condition of the utilities and maintenance service indicates that it is greatly 
in need of a centralized building. The provision of such a building will result 
in the saving of considerable time and material and a general improvement in 
working morale and better service. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 


1. Public health centers, $2,350,000 


[he people of the District of Columbia, unlike those of many other large 
cities. lack central points to which they may go for information and guidance 
on health matters. Such services as the people have available are located in 
most inadequate condemned school buildings with the exception of the south- 
west area which has been provided with a modern health center. The health 
center in the southwest, however, is the only modern, reasonably adequate center 
available in this community. 

Health centers function somewhat like police precincts. The public health 
nurses and inspectors assigned to centers learn to know their districts thoroughly. 
They know its people, its problems, its needs, and the social and health services 
available to meet those needs. Health centers are built in locations where the 
need for their services is greatest. The personnel working in those centers con- 
centrate intensively on the needs of their areas. 

Other cities have found health centers most valuable in combating public health 
problems. . Some of the cities in Washington’s population group which have 
health centers and for which information happens to be available in the Depart- 
ment of Public Health at the time of this writing are as follows: 


r N be 
Number of Population ss _ 
|health center hems 
joasth centers center 


—-—___-— -— 


Baltimore - - 962, 300 120, 288 
Boston ! i 807, 570 | 100, 946 
Cleveland... .. 914, 808 | 194, 351 
Bt. Louis... oe / 863, 927 143, 988 


! Boston is planning 2 more health centers. 


The types of services which health centers normally provide are as follows: 

Tuberculosis diagnosis and treatment 

Venereal disease diagnosis and treatment 

Maternity and child health services 

Cancer detection 

Diabetic detection examinations 

Heart disease detection examinations 

Dental clinics 

Laboratory service 

Pharmacy 

Local offices for sanitation and food inspectors and for public health 
nurses 

Mental health clinics for diagnosis and treatment 

Information center on public health problems and facility for community 
group meetings 

Immunization clinics 

The Department of Public Health at the present time is using two abandoned 
buildings for medical clinics. One of these is the Polk School at Seventh and P 
Streets NW. This building is more than 75 years old and was condemned and 
abandoned for school purposes many years ago. It is in a very poor state of 
maintenance. It is improperly designed for public health activities. The space 
is inadequate, and the structure is so crowded that activities have to be con- 
ducted below ground level. 

In the fiscal year 1953, 51,710 visits were made by patients suffering from 
venereal diseases ; 16,701 visits were made by patients for tuberculosis ; and 10,183 
visits were made for food handlers’ examinations. 

The other building, located at 301 C Street NW., is used in the control of 
tuberculosis.. In this building the. Department performs diagnostic work, col- 
leets..gastrie. speeimens,. makes elinical examinations and patient evaluations, 
performs pneumotherapy, and has centralized its tuberculosis clinic records. 
This building is an abandoned warehouse, probably about 75 years old. It is 
poorly ventilated, poorly heated, and poorly lighted. The space has been sub- 
divided with makeshift partitions, but its bad physical design precludes the 


4238T—54——_12 





172 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


orderly flow of patients. Sick patients who come in for X-rays or for treatment 
are mingled with well patients who come in for preemployment examinations 
or for their first X-rays. The danger of infection to well patients and to em- 
ployees is high. 

The space is inadequate for the number of people served and the type of service 
rendered. In the fiscal year 1953, 22,026 patients were admitted and 36,243 
patient visits were handled. This building should be evacuated as soon as 
possible and the activity conducted therein should be transferred to a new health 
center in the central northwest. 

The District of Columbia is far from being adequately provided with public 
bealth services. In the year 1952, 2,000 out of a total of 18,112 live births 
were without prenatal care. This number is very significant, because prema- 
ture births occur among mothers not having prenatal care twice as frequently as 
they do among those who do have such care. Furthermore, the death rates 
are approximately three times as high among premature infants or in cases 
where prematurity was listed as a contributing factor. 

At District of Columbia General Hespital 30 percent or approximately 1,500 
mothers a year do not have prenatal care. About one-fourth of the babies of 
these mothers are premature. This means that approximately 350 premature 
babies are born annually at District of Columbia General instead of the approxi- 
mately 200 which would have been produced if their mothers had received 
prenatal care. Aside from the fact that the neonatal mortality rate for prema 
ture infants is 6 times as high as it is for full-time babies (approximately 20 
percent for the former as compared with 5 percent for the latter), the 150 
preventable premature babies each year cost the community approximately 
$45,000. If the 1,500 mothers had been given prenatal care, such care would 
have cost the community only approximately $35,000, a saving of $10,000. Thus, 
it may be seen that the community would not only save lives; it would also 
save money by providing adequate prenatal care in health centers. 

It is also significant to note that in the case of infants, after the first month 
of life but under the age of 1, the death rate in 1952 for the community as a 
whole was 8.0 per thousand live births, but only 3.3 per thousand for infants 
registered at clinics of the Health Department. Thus again it is clear that 
the services rendered through public health centers are very effective in reducing 
infant mortality. 

In the case of tuberculosis it is highly important that cases be found in the 
minimal stage of the disease. It is in that stage that the patient’s chances for 
recovery are at their best. Furthermore, he has not yet become so infectious 
to his environment as he will be after the disease progresses. A patient who is 
told that he has the disease can also take precautionary measures against 
spreading it. 

In 1949, out of 1.591 cases newly reported, 34 percent were in the minimal stage 
of the disease.. In 1953, out of 1,826 cases newly reported, 46 percent were in 
the minimal stage. It is encouraging to report that cases are being found 
earlier than they were, but it is necessary to put emphasis on finding them 
even earlier. Health centers, located in neighborhoods where experience shows 
that a relatively large amount of tuberculosis occurs, are effective in finding 
cases. Residents of the neighborhood are encouraged by public health nurses 
and by a campaign of health education to go to such health centers periodically 
to obtain chest X-rays. 

Cancer is another disease which can be cured, if it is found early. This 
disease causes the second highest number of deaths in the District of Columbia. 
Efforts to find cases should be greatly intensified. In the fiseal year 1953, 
examinations were performed for 1,600 patients in the cancer-detection clinics 
of the Health Department, and 130 patients were referred for further study 
or treatment because of symptoms or signs suggestive of cancer. Modern health 
centers properly equipped with X-ray, laboratory, and other examination 
facilities are urgently required. 

Heart disease is the leading cause of death in this community. Nevertheless 
the Health Department operates only one cardiac-detection clinic for 4 hours a 
week in the Southwest Health Center. Approximately half of the patients 
examined in this clinie have been found to have some cardiac pathology. More 
such clinics are required in neighborhood health centers to detect cases of heart 
disease and warn patients accordingly. 

Mental illness is one of the leading causes of disability. The District of 
Columbia spends approximately 914 million for the care of mental-pifients in 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 173 


St. Elizabeths Hospital, but only $50,000 for purposes of prevention and control. 
It is estimated on the basis of a survey made in Baltimore by Lemkau than 
6 percent of the population needs treatment for menta! disorders. 

In the District of Columbia the facilities are so inadequate that patients have 
to wait for treatment for periods varying from 6 months to 1 year. Approximately 
70 percent of the patients who are treated are reported as improved to various 
degrees. A full-time mental health clinic is urgently required in each of six local 
health centers. Neighborhood clinics of this type should be so located that they 
can be conveniently reached by parents with problem children. 

It has been shown that such health services as are available in this community 
have been very effective in accomplishing their objectives. The problems re- 
uiaining are still great. They can be most effectively attacked through health 
centers placed in strategic locations. 

In the District of Columbia a health center with complete facilities for 
diagnosis, treatment, inspection, and public health nursing services is required 
in a central northwest location with excellent transportation facilities such 
as Seventh Street and Rhode Island Avenue. Other smaller health centers are 
required in Anacostia, lower northeast, that is in the neighborhood of Eighth 
and I Streets: Kenilworth; and Georgetown. A detailed statement has been 
prepared explaining the work of health centers and showing areas of this com- 
munity which are most in need of health services. This statement is available 
upon request. 

This request for the four additional health centers and clinies is believed to 
be in agreement with President Eisenhower's message to Congress, as reported 
on January 18, 1954. In his message the President praises the work of public 
health workers, sanitary engineers and nurses, and recommends that health pro- 
tection (preventive) services and adequate medical care to the citizens, especially 
those in the lower financial brackets, be expanded to give better coverage. The 
District of Columbia Department of Public Health is dedicated to obtain these 
goals for the people of the District of Columbia. 

The need for health centers has been endorsed by many civic groups in: the 
community. The Metropolitan Health and Hospital Survey of 1946 recom- 
mended eight centers, but the Citizens Planning Commission in a report prepared 
for the Commissioners of the District of Columbia entitled “Washington. A 
Plan for Civil Improvements, 1947,” recommended only five, omitting George- 
town. General Young in his 1946 report and 6-year plan of new construction 
accepted this recommendation. Recently the need for the construction of four 
additional health centers, namely, Northwest, Northeast, Anacostia and Kenil- 
worth, was endorsed by the Citizens Advisory Committe on’ Public Works for 
the District of Columbia (Addison committee), September 26, 1952. The pro- 
gram has also been endorsed by the Commissioners’ Advisory Committee on 
Municipal Hospitals (Clark committee), February 11, 1953; by the District of 
Columbia Survey of Medical Care for the Indigent (Thompson committee), 
April 1953; by the Reilly citizens committee; and by various other civie groups. 

Dr. Hearn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Frederick C. Heath, Acting Director of Public Health. 

The Health Department is interested in nine items. The first seven 
will be part of the District of Columbia General Hospital, which will 
be presented by Dr. Philip Stebbing, the superintendent of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia General Hospital; the eighth part will be con- 
cerned with Glenn Dale Hospital, which will be presented by the 
superintendent and medical director, Dr. Daniel Finucane; and the 
ninth item has to deal with the Public Health Service program, 
which IT will _be glad to present. 

Dr. Stebbing is ready to proceed. 

Dr. Stessine. My name is Philip A. E. Stebbing. 

Representative Harrts. How do you spell that? 

Dr. SreskimnG. S-t-e-b-b-i-n-g. 
The first item on our program is a 300-bed unit for tuberculosis. 

Tuberentosis is' recognized as the No. 1 health problem of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. The death rate in the District of Columbia is 
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higher than the death rate in 47 of the 48 States. The other State 
is a tuberculosis resort. 

Every year there are 1,872 new cases of tuberculosis discovered 
in the city. Of these, 884 require hospitalization. 

That is this figure right here. 

There are also 230 cases which are known to have tuberculosis. 
which have been arrested, which have become active again, especially 
active to require hospitalization, making a total of 1,114 for whom 
beds shouldbe found each year. 

Now, the average length of stay in the hospital at District of 
Columbia General and Glenn Dale is 460 days for each patient, and 
that, multiplied by the number of beds and divided by the number of 
days in the year, gives the number of beds which should be available. 

Actually, there are not that number, that many beds, available. 
There are only 930. 

We are asking for 300 more beds to help take up that deficiency. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You have a hospital which is 
a tuberculosis hospital here, Doctor ? 

Dr. STEBBING. The Glenn Dale Sanitarium, out at Glenn Dale, Md.. 
is owned by the District of Columbia. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes. Yes. What is the 
capacity there? 

Pr. Sresprne. Six hundred and fifty-three. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And the other 

Dr. Sressrne. At Gallinger the unit has a capacity of 226. 

We have placed 2 beds in 1 bedroom, and we now have approximately 
253 patients in our tuberculosis unit, plus an overflow on the medical 
ward of approximately 30, which has been as high as 60 at times. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. Doctor, do we understand you 
undertake to treat TB at Gallinger? 

Dr. Sressrne. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Does the department approve 
of the use of that facility for that purpose ? 

Dr: Sresprne. It does. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. It is good for that purpose? 

Dr. Srepsine. Yes, sir. It is designed for that purpose. This 226- 
bed unit is designed for that. purpose, but they are having tuberculosis 
cases on the medical ward. They have had to put them on the medical 
ward, and that is bad because the patients have to be restricted to 
their rooms, because they can’t be permitted to have bathroom privi- 
leges, or anything of that sort, on account of the danger to the 
patients and personnel, and the nurses have to observe isolation 
precautions, going from patient to patient, and all together that is a 
bad situation and that is one of the situations we are trying to alleviate 
by asking for these additional 300 beds. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Doctor, isn’t there some con- 
flict along the lines you have presented here? 

While there has to be a certain amount of hospitalization in TB 
cases, they are cutting down the extent they have heretofore treated 
them and are getting them up on their feet and around, aren’t they? 


I realize that doesn’t take care of the problem of keeping them 
segregated. 
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Dr, STesBinG. Rest used to be one of the chief methods of treatment 
of tuberculosis, but now the treatment is considerably more active. 

There are many more cases now recovering than used to recover. 
The death rate in the District of Columbia has gone-down very 
markedly in the last 2 or 3 years. However, that has not decreased 
the need for hospital beds because the patients who used to die within 
a month after admission to the hospital now live, but they require 
hospitalization for 12 to 18 months, so that the number of beds needed 
has not decreased as a result of improved methods of treatment, but 
it is saving lives, 

Representative Harris, Is there a charge to a patient. in these hos- 
pitals here ? 

Dr. Stepping. Yes, sir. They are investigated by the Bureau of 
Medical, Assistance of the Health Department, which determines 
eligibility and ability to pay for all patients admitted to the District 
of Columbia General Hospital. 

Representative Harris. In other words, you receive them in ac- 
cordance to their ability to pay ? 

Dr. Sreppine. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. What is the highest per day charge? 

Dr. Stesstnc. I’m not sure. 

Do you recall ¢ 

Dr. Heatu. No. 

Do you know what it is’ 

Dr, Finucane. I think it is ten-fifty. 

Dr. Sreppine, Ten-fifty. 

The overall per diem cost at Gallinger is $14 a day, and we have 
not broken it down from unit. to unit.. Of course, very few patients 
pay that full amount. 

Actually, the reason I hesitated on that—I was under the impression 
that a special rate was made for the tuberculosis patients. 

Actually, I have nothing to do with setting the amounts. That is 
the reason I am uncertain about it. 

The Central Tuberculosis Registry of the Bureau for Tuberculosis 
in the Health Department has the records of 7,459-cases of tubercu- 
losis. Of course, not all of those are active. This is the number which 
is clinically active. 

This is the number, which is in hospitals—1,253. 

Two thousand four hundred and four are clinically active. 

Twelve hundred and fifty-three are in hospitals, 

Kight hundred and ninety are in hospitals supported by the District. 
of Columbia. 

Three hundred and sixty-three are in other hospitals, such as the 
\ A, or tuberculosis sanitorium in other States, and so forth. 

Now, of course, not all of the known cases haye to be in hospitals. 
If they are adequately cared for by private physicians and there are 
facilities in the home for isolation, or.if they are a case which is not 
producing live tubercle bacilli, then they may be safely treated out- 
side of the hospital; but what we are trying to do is hospitalize those 
who are a potential menace to the community because they are a 
seed bed for new cases every year. 

Now, this building was conceived.only temporarily for the use of 
tuberculosis, and it is. planned, if and when its need for tuberculosis 
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no longer exists, it will be used for an outpatient clinic and administra 
tion building, which has long been recognized as a need at the hospital 
In fact, it was on General Young’s 5-year plan about 8 years ago. 

We have never been able to finance it so far. 

That administration building will have a central admitting office. 
emergency room, ambulance entrance, offices of the superintendent and 
chief of staff, deputy superintendent, director of nurses, and other 
officials in the hospital will have a central record room, a central] 
pharmacy, and so forth. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Doctor, what are your esti- 
mated fiscal requirements? How much money do you need for the 
TB end of it? 

Dr. Sresptne. Well, I don’t 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have you broken it down ? 

Dr. Srepsrne. It is in the written justification. I don’t recall the 
exact figure. 

The total figure for our entire program, I remember, is $11,500,000 

Three million four hundred and fifty thousand is the figure for the 
the cost of the building of that unit. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, 
gentlemen ? 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Is the incidence of TB increas- 
ing or diminishing / 

Dr. Srespine. You might say the finding methods are improving 
tremendously and we are finding more than we used to find. I don’t 
believe that we should say that the incidence is increasing. 

Representative Harrts. Does the climate here in the District of 
Columbia lend itself to adequate treatment for TB patients? 

Dr. Srespinc. The climate is not supposed to be as large a factor 
as it used to be in the incidence of tuberculosis, and it is believed it 
can be adequately treated right here in the city with present methods 
of treatment. 

Representative Harris. What is considered the most adequate? 

Dr. Stespine. Crowding, poor housing and crowding, and, of course, 
active cases in the community, where people are crowded close 
together. 

Representative Harris. I am talking abont the types of treatment. 

Dr. Srespine. Oh, the types of treatment. Well, of course, the 
most impressive is the antibiotic drugs. 

Of course, Dr. Finucane is the tuberculosis specialist. He follows 
me and can tell you more about that than I. 

Representative Aten of California. Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Allen. 

Representative Atten of California. Who made the estimate of 
costs of the construction ? 

Dr. Sressrne. Mr. Hutson. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Are you going to testify ? 

Or. did. he? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. He hasn’t yet. 

Mr. Fowter. He is available, if you gentlemen desire, and will 
testify. 

Representative Atten of California. I was curious as to the basis 
of the estimates as to what system of pricing or how detailed they are. 
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Mr. Hutson. The only detail concerns the cost per square foot. The 
plans have not been prepared yet. 

Representative ALLen of California. And that is on the basis of the 
cost over the past 5 or 10 years? 

Mr. Hutson. That is on the basis of the past cost. 

Dr. Stessrnc. Shall I proceed ? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

Dr. Stesstnc. The psychiatric unit has been the basis for more pub- 
licity than all other parts of the hospital combined. It is the oldest 
building now on the reservation now housing patients, and it is totally 
inadequate for the care of patients. 

In 1944 a committee was appointed, headed by Dr. Winfred Over- 
holser, Superintendent of St. Elizabeths, to survey the situation and 
decide what should be done. 

In 1947 another committee was appointed, headed by Dr. Wortis of 
Bellevue Hospital, to make a similar survey. 

Both of them reported that the present building was entirely inade- 
quate for the purpose. 

The building is structurally sound and another use is planned for 
it after the new unit is constructed, and I will explain that a little 
later. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is that separate and distinct 
from St. Elizabeths? 

Dr. Stesprne. Yes, sir. 

The majority of the cases of mental illness arising in the District 
of Columbia are brought to us for diagnosis, and if they are found 
to require prolonged treatment they are transferred to St. Elizabeths 
for treatment. 

There is no provision in our present unit for separating the juvenile 
from the aged, or the homicidal from the depressed and suicidal, or the 
quiet and convalescent; there is no provision for separating the alco- 
holic from the geriatric, and so forth. 

That is the principal inadequacy. There are others, such as, you 
will notice here, the glass is on the inside; the grille is on the outside, 
making it practically impossible for the windows to be washed; also 
making the glass accessible to the pati:nt, who may use it for suicidal 
or homicidal purposes. 

We have.a makeohitt arrangement. Here.is the utility room, for 
instance, we have got to put beds in. 

That is a diet kitchen, where the patients’ food is prepared. 

This is a so-called dayroom, where patients spend their time. 

This is where the ambulatory patients eat their meals. 

This is a series of figures from a more up-to-date institution, which 
illustrates what is desirable and what we do not have. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you cover the Receiving 
Home, that is, the Old Folks Home, and the care of that, or who takes 
care of that? 

Dr. Stessrxe. No;sir. Some of our ‘patients, patients who come to 
us, are later transferred to the Home for the Aged. However, the 
Home for the Aged is under the Department of Welfare, not under the 
Department of Health. 

ur third chart is the expansion of the operating suite. 
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You will observe from this chart the number of operative procedures 
» years ago was 5,307. It is now 10,292, which is almost double in 
5 years. 

There has been no increase in the number of operating rooms. 

There are only 3 major and 1 minor operating roomis. 

The need for this project was recognized by Commissioner Mason 
5 years ago, but there never has been money available to carry it out. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I thought we certain|; 
labored long and sincerely to get some of those hospital facilities for 
the so-called General Hospital. What has happened to that é 

Dr. Sressrnc. There is a hospital center being built on the ground 
of Soldiers’ Home, which is to combine three existing private hos 
pitals, Garfield, Emergency, and Episcopal. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That has nothing to do with 
the Municipal ? 

Dr. Sressrne. No, sir; that has nothing to do with us. 

Also, that will not result in a net increase in the number of hospital 
beds in the District of Columbia, simply replacing some obsolete 
buildings with a new building. 

We .have had some building at District of Columbia General 
Hospital. 

This was just opened 2 years ago, and we are quite proud of that. 
It compares favorably with anywhere in the country, but it is our 
psychiatric unit we are complaining of and our operating room inade- 
quacies are causing a lot of trouble. 

For example, George Washington Hospital, with only 417 beds, has 
6 major and 4 minor operating rooms. 

Georgetown, with 427 beds, has 8 major and 4 minor rooms. 

Emergency, with 300 beds, has 4 major and 2 minor rooms. 

Garfield, with 420 beds, has 3 major and 2 minor rooms. 

Those are all hospitals in this city. 

Now, the last ones I mentioned are going to be a part of that center, 
along with Episcopal, and when that is completed it will have eight 
operating rooms. 

This gives an idea of the facilities of present operating, rooms. 

This was the anesthesia induction room, You will see it is still 
serving its present purpose also. 

Here is a normal tile shower room. 

That is a refrigerator there. 

It is extremely crowded. 

This is the No. 1 operating room, and it is still a good operating 
room but it can’t serve all the volume that is necessary. 

This is the doctors’ dressing room, where they change from street 
clothes into operating gowns. 3p 

This gives you an idea of the cost of our lack of operating facilities. 

The average daily number of patients in \the hospital, awaiting 
hospitalization, is 29. 

The per diem cost is $14, making the daily cost $406. 

For. 365, days, the yearly cost, is) $148,190. 

Now, that doesn’t take into account. whatsoever the humanitarian 
values, because we are turning away patients at the admitting office 
who need surgery. 

If a man eomes in with a hernia, for example, and he would like 
to have it repaired and we do not have an operating room available, 
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or at least an operating table available, we ask him to come back in 
a month. In the meantime, he may have to suffer considerable pain 
and if the hernia strangulates he becomes an emergency case. It is 
also possible the repair of his hernia is a condition to getting work. 

So, we have human values to consider as well as dollars and cents. 

Now, that is ona fifth project. 

We have one other project. 

This shows the conditions in the home for our residents and interns. 

They have an authorized strength of 134 residents and interns. 

An intern is a doctor who has just graduated from medical school 
and serving a year, rotating in each part of the hospital; and a resi- 
dent. is a man who has completed the internship and is specializing 
and requires from 1 to 4 years of specialization. 

We require interns to live on the reservation and would like to re- 
quire the residents also to live on the reservation, but we simply do 
not have enough rooms. 

Also, bad arrangements in the rooms make it difficult to recruit 
the necessary men. 

We have improved these conditions somewhat. 

We have replaced these fixtures and painted throughout, put lockers 
in these rooms and put commodes in the bathroom: but the building 
dates from 1848 and, as I say, that and the other quarters scattered 
around the reservation are not adequate for all the men and women 
that we have to house. 

We have housing for only about a hundred and there are 134 on 
the staff. 

Now, there is one other item that we do not have any charts or 
graphs for, and that is the utility building. 

The hospital has increased its bed capacity in the last 15 years 
by about one-third, but there has been no increase in storage space 
from that time; also, there has never been any provision for the 
storage of frozen foods, and if we had such storage we could take 
advantage of market conditions and make large purchases in season 
at substantial savings. 

A utility building is also planned for a place for employees to 
change their clothes, to change into their uniforms. 

Now, many of our employees are required to wear uniforms while 
on duty and are forbidden to wear them off the reservation. ‘They 
have no place to change. Some of them change in broom closets, or 
bathrooms, and they hang their clothes in the broom closet or in pipe 
risers, and other places like that, wherever they can find a place. 

Many of our employees who bring lunches eat them in the places 
where they work, which is very bad and adds a great deal to the 
rodent problem. 

We would like to have a place for them to bring their lunches 
to eat and a place for those who have to change their clothes to do so. 

The next project, No. 6, is the expansion of our obstetrical unit. 

About*10 years ago we had 2,172 births a year. Now we have 5,253 
births a year. The number approaches about 200 births every month, 
and that was the number 5 years ago. It is now close to 500 births a 
month; sometimes goes over 500 a month. 

That necessitates we keep the normal case only 3 days; sometimes 
only 2 days, and that is a dangerous procedure because sometimes 
complications do not appear until after the third day. 
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Therefore, it is very strongly felt that the f 
ries ward should be expanded. 

This will give you an idea of the situation there. That is a utility 
room, which is still serving as a utility room, but also as a contam) 
nating room. 

This shows two obstetrical patients in the corridors, being watched 
by a nurse before being returned to the unit. 

That is all of the pictures that I have. 

Now, there’s one other project that I mentioned previously, and 
that is conversion of the existing psychiatric unit to a unit for chronic 
and convalescent cases. 

As I mentioned before, the building is structurally sound but 
entirely unsuitable for the use to which it is now being put, and not 
being capable of being adapted to use as a psychiatric unit, we believe 
it can be quite readily adapted to a chronic and convalescent unit and 
we believe it would be economical and humanitarian to do so for these 
reasons: In the acute wards, medical and surgical wards, there are 
quite a number of patients who are convalescing and require very 
little medical care but are not yet ready to return to their homes. 

Now, the doctors and nurses are preoccupied with the more acutely 
ill patients, and consequently, these patients who do not require as 
much care are apt not to get as much as they do require; also, it is 
much cheaper to care for them in a separate unit, where they are all 
of the same kind and where the personnel are geared and trained to 
handle that type of case. 

That concludes my presentation, unless there are some questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. How does this program work 
in with this central medical center we set up here several years ago ? 

Dr. Srespine. The one that is now starting construction on the 
Soldiers Home grounds? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. That is the only one that—— 

Dr. Sressrne. It has no bearing whatsoever because there will be 
private patients treated at those institutions and these are indigent 
patients. 

Representative Smirn of Virigina. None of these public hospitals 
are included in that program ¢ 

Dr. Sressine. No, sir. Those three hospitals included in that 
program are Emergency, Garfield, and Episcopal. 

Representative Harris. That. is the so-called D. C. Health Center? 

Dr. Srersrne. Correct. 

Representative Harris. Does this program here participate in what 
is raid to as the Hill-Burton construction program ? 

Dr. Sresstne. Occasionally we have received some Hill-Burton 
funds, and I do not know whether it is planned to call upon Hill- 
Burton funds for this particular program or not. The financing is 
being handled by another department. 

Mr. Fow.er. We look for very little assistance from that source. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. All right, gentlemen, we will 
have to move along. 

Doctor, who is next ¢ 

Dr. Hearn. De. Finucane. 

Dr. Fuxucaneg. ‘The name is Dr. Daniel L. Finucane. I am repre- 
senting Glenn Dale Hospital. 


facilities for the obstet- 
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We have only one very small project in this proposed program, and 
| will take very little time to describe the need for the utility building, 
which costs a total of $175,000. 

Glenn Dale Hospital is the tuberculosis hospital for the District of 
Columbia, although it is located 15 miles from the District in the 
State of Maryland. 

The utility service of the hopsital is responsible for providing com- 
plete maintenance and for the entire physical plant consisting of 17 
buildings and 216 acres of land. 

This exhibit that we have shows an air view of the sanatorium 
property located in the main hospital buildings, housing 660 patients, 
quarters for employees, power plant, laundry, and other accessory 
buildings. 

As I stated, no provision has ever been made so far as space alloca- 
tion is concerned for housing the utility service to provide shops and 
supervision. 

We can take a portion of the building that was provided as a garage, 
and have made shops in that area. 

The, superimposed pictures will give you a demonstration of the 
crowding conditions in these various shops. 

Here is the carpenter shop, for instance, where we do not even have 
enough space to set up the equipment that is necessary. 

The mechanical shop, which is very crowded, unsafe, open. storage, 
no control of supplies. 

Our so-called paint shop is in a section of the hospital building over 
here. It is inadequate in space to do painting. We have to put paint 
and other equipment out in the hallways, and if we use sprays we have 
to put them outdoors because we have no forced ventilation at all. 

The storage of supplies is open and inadequate, and we have to store 
various things wherever we can all over the reservation, some as far 
away in this building up here. 

The provision of a utility building for the hospital will provide 
centralization of services, control of supplies, provide space for ade- 
quate shops, with adequate safety measures, and will give us absolute 
control of supplies and will give us the opportunity to expand some of 
our activities in the maintenance field and markedly improve the 
efficiency of the operation. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Doctor. 

Now, Dr. Heath, we will proceed with you. 

Dr. Heatu. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would like 
to present the need, the urgent need, for the four proposed health 
centers and clinics. 

First, we see a chart showing the population distribution of the 
District of Columbia, and the overlay of our existing facilities in the 
blocks, little blocks there, and the numbers on there represent the 
tyne of services supporting the legend at the bottom. 

Now, we have only one modern health center, Southwest Health 
Center, in the blue there, which renders a comprehensive program. 

The rest of our facilities—some render only a single service and 
some render two or more services. 

In general, the majority of our facilities are located in cold, damp 
basements of schools, condemned school buildings, old houses, a corner 
grocery store, and old warehouses. 
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It is not practical to do proper renovations because the building 
are too old and the space is not adequate. Hence, we have simp!) 
make-shift wooden and curtain partitions. 

Floor plans are not adapted to permit the orderly flow of patients 
and clinic operation. Hence, we have congestion and disturbance. 

Our services render from one to two or more services, and not a 
program. 

This situation makes it difficult for patients to receive their needed 
services. 

Let’s take, for example, a mother and child. They would go to 
one place, maybe C Street Clinic for chest X-ray, and then the child 
would have to'go over to Gales Health Center for eye examination : 
then gotoa third place, Southwest Health Center, for a mental health 
service, and then another place for immunization. 

Now, at the same time there is a duplication of costs of maintenance, 
heating, records, and administration. 

Let’s take one example—C Street Clinic, which is located in that 
spot. Here this clinic rendered 36,000 patient visits last year. We 
run a complete TB program, screening X-rays, large films, clinical 
examination, medical examination, by chest specialists, collecting gas- 
tric specimens for laboratory work and pneumotherapy treatment. 

Now, all of this is conducted in an old warehouse, which has poor 
lighting, heating, ventilation, inadequate floor space, and is not 
properly renovated. 

Patients with active disease and not those with active disease are 
coming for examinations and are very closely intermingled. There 
is not sufficient space for proper separation of the categories of 
patients. 

The personnel work under crowded conditions. It is impossible 
to maintain an orderly flow of patients or an orderly type of clinic 
operation. 

We have a second instance of Polk, the school over there, located in 
that particular area, which last year rendered 78,000 patient visits. 

There again we have a 75-year-old, condemned school building— 
floor space inadequate, condition poor, and, in fact, we are even using 
the basement of it for certain facilities, creating a very difficult 
situation. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Are these charity patients you 
are talking about? 

Dr. Hearn. For the most part, yes. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Do you have that many in 
Washington ¢ 

I thought Washington was a right prosperous town, 

Dr. Hearn. There are plenty. 

Representative Harris. Do you have a particular criteria when 
a patient comes to you? Do you investigate to find out the back- 
ground ? 

Dr. Hearu. That is true. If they can afford to go to private facili- 
ties, they do so. 

We have a regular service, a bureau of medical assistance, for clear- 
ing patients to go into the hospitals, and our prenatal clinies—if they 
find they can pay, they pay part of it. If they find they have enough 
money to do it at a private source, they go toa private source. 
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We take anything less from a private source on down partial pay 
or no pay. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Who decides whether they are 
able to pay ¢ 

Dr. Hearn. We have trained social service workers who evaluate 
these patients, sir. 

Representative Tatute. Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Tarte. May I ask you a question there, Doctor ? 

Dr. Hearn. Yes, sir. 

Representative Tarte. How many, if any, of these patients have 
come from outside, actually outside, the District of Columbia ? 

Dr. Hearn. They are District of Columbia residents. The only 
time we render service to people, nonresidents of the District of 
Columbia, are emergency cases, where in the interest of the community 
and the person, the spreading of the disease—well, they will make use 
of our facilities, but then only on a very temporary basis. 

For example, if a person has tuberculosis and it is very urgent 
that something must be done with him—we keep our facilities for our 
District residents—we admit him as an emergency case, and our medi- 
cal assistance immediately contacts the State from where he came, 
gives them the details and makes arrangements to provide transporta- 
tion and send him back to the State that is responsible for him. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is known as emergency 
treatment is really what it would amount to, isn’t it? 

Dr. Hearm. Well, if a man falls over and starts having a hemor- 
rhage from the lung, or something like that, we must do something 
for him. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

Dr. Hearn. So, we do not neglect people. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think what my colleagues 
may have in mind is the complaints that at some of our charity hos- 

pitals you can’t find a place to park for Cadillac cars around there 
of people who are either in the hospital or visiting people who are in 
the hospital, or their relatives; and I know there has been quite a 
lot of eriticism of that, Doctor; but I think what we are concerned 
about. is the so-called charity patients. How closely are they screened 
as to their ability to pay, so that they are not people being treated 
with ability to pay and money to pay for their hospital care and 
attention ? 

I realize that is a diffieult problem. 

Dr. Hearn. Mr. Chairman, they are screened so closely that the 
criticism on the Health Department is that they’re too strict, rather 
than being too lenient, for most of the time. 

In spite of some of these difficulties, we are quite proud of our unit 
performance service rendered. Ch 

You will notice on the chart we rendered 2.3 million units of serv- 
ice in the last year. Broken down, by clinic services—those were 
694,000: field services, 240,000; school health services, 285,000; mis- 
cellaneous services, over a million. 

These ‘include laboratory examinations, prescription refills, ambu- 
lance runs, medical eare permits—that comes in there, medical care 

















































184 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


vermits that you are asking about for admission to the hospital 
X-rays, clinic chest X-rays, making a grand total of 2.3 million. 

Many other services were rendered, which we do not keep statistical 
records of, in addition to those there. 

Let’s have the next picture chart, please. 

Here is another interesting chart, gentlemen, showing the difficul- 
ties of selected public health “problems. 

There again the center of the population distribution of the Dis- 
trict. 

You will notice that is the pattern of the births occurring in the 
District. 

The second—infant deaths. 

The third—children registered at our maternal and child health 
clinics. 

Four—substandard dwellings, no private bath or in dilapidated 
condition. 

Here is the overcrowded—more than 1.5 persons per room. 

Going on the other side, some of those dots—the number of tu 
bere ulosis cases reported in one year, 1,800 and some, roughly 2,000. 

The next one down—deaths from heart disease; deaths ‘from cere- 

ral hemorrhage. 

You see, they all seem to follow that same general problem. 

Cancer deaths. 

This is a very important one, on the bottom, showing the social- 
economic level, the number of adult cases receiving public assistance. 

Now, I would like to point out there is a great need for health 
services, and in a brief length of time I will just select four indexes 
to show the need and what we are doing—maternal and child health 
program, tuberculosis, mental health and immunization. 

Now, maternal and child health—we find 9.2 percent of the new- 
born infants are premature births. 

We find premature births occur two times more frequently from 
mothers not having prenatal care. 

We find 30 percent of the mothers in the District of Columbia 
General Hospital do not have prenatal care. 

In the District of Columbia each year there are 2,000 babies born 
without prenatal care out of the 20,000. 

The infant death rate from the second month of life to the first 
year for the District as a whole is eight per thousand live births; 
but for those patients, those babies, attending our health clinics the 
rate is only 3.3 per thousand infants registered. 

This certainly speaks for the value of both our prenatal services 
end our child welfare services. 

Tuberculosis—another index: About 2,000 cases are reported every 
year, of which 1,000 are active or questionably active. 

Comparing 1949 with 1953, we find our case rate is going up. Our 
death rate is going down, but we find we have taken many more 
X-rays in 1953 as compared to 1949. 

Now, this shows you cannot use the declining death rate as an 
index of the tuberculosis problem. 

I think the reason that some of your case rates go up is the degree 
of diligence with which you conduct a case-finding program and go 
out to X-ray your population to find out the extent of the problem. 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 185 


We find a very encouraging trend from 1949 to 1953 because for- 
merly 34 percent of the cases were in the minimal stage of the disease 
when they were diagnosed, but now 46 percent are in the minimal 
stage. 

Now, this increase from 34 to 46 is certainly very encouraging. It 
is of great benefit to the patients, themselves, and also to the com- 
munity because there is less contamination in the environment, less 
spread of disease among their contacts. 

We feel our health problem is very great. 

It is estimated that 6 percent of the persons are in need of mental 
health services for mental and emotional disorders. 

Now, this is substantiated by surveys and selective-service statistics. 

At Fort Myer, out of 1 of the groups.of the District of Columbia 
population, about 514 percent of the men were rejected because of 
mental and emotional disorders. 

We find from 2 surveys, 1 in Tennessee and 1 in Baltimore, con- 
ducted privately by public-health authorities, the population in need 
of treatment for mental disorders varied from 5 to 6 percent. 

Now, so far in our own district here, a survey on juvenile delin- 
quency shows that 3.4 percent of the children from 7 to 17 years have 
been complained about to the juvenile court. 

In our mental health clinics we find 60 to 70 percent of our patients 
have benefited and improved to various degrees. 

We have a backlog of cases awaiting treatment from 6 months to a 
year. 

We further estimate that we need at least 6 additional full-time 
mental health clinics. 

Now, the cost of this preventive and outpatient service is really 
insignificant when you compare the amount of tax dollars the District 
is spending this year for 5,200 patients in St. Elizabeths hospital, 
which amounts to $9.48 million. 

Our immunization program we are quite proud of. Due to increased 
emphasis all along, we find many of these diseases have decreased 
almost to the point of nonexistence. 

I am sure you will be amazed to know that for the District of 
Columbia last year for diphtheria there were only 6 cases reported— 
not deaths, but only 6 cases—and for whooping cough, which many 
of us remember was terrible, only 79 cases were reported. 

This certainly speaks well for the effects of the immunization pro- 
gram; but, remember, gentlemen, there are 20,000 babies being born 
in the District of Coluinbia and the immunization program certainly 
needs to be continued. 

Now, in summary it should be pointed out that the proposed 4 
health centers and clinics do not overlap or duplicate private facili- 
ties, but rather will serve as centers for the indigent and medically 
indigent to receive preventive and diagnostic personal health serv- 
ices. They will also be centers for sanitation services for all of the 
people served in the area. seas. 

Now, we propose to locate most of our public-health services in 
6 centers, rendering a comprehensive program. 
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There will be these 3 small centers of $500,000 each, which I think 
will give us about 20,000 square feet each. 

This one over here will be a large one, 850,000. 

The reason that is a large one—you can see the problem on the 
other map of our disease index, and we would plan to transfer the 
center of our case-finding facilities and intensive diagnostic proce- 
dures from the C Street clinic, the old warehouse, to the Northwest 
Health Center. 

Now, the blue dots—this one represents the Southwest Healt), 
Center, which we will continue to use, which is a modern one. 

This one is Georgetown, a smaller one. 

We feel that all of these would be made into a coordinated program 
of 6 health centers, 2 existing and 4 new. 

Representative Harris. Are those clinics you are speaking about / 

Dr. Hratu. Yes, sir. That would be a sum* total servicing the 
public health engineering, nonpublic-health nursing, information 
centers, and also the multiple clinic service. 

Representative Harris. Do you take them for treatment in these 
clinics ¢ 

Dr. Heatu. Not for extensive treatment. Most of it is for the 
screening and diagnostic procedures and preventive services. 

We encourage them to go to various facilities for the followup 
treatment, or many times we would have to send them over to District 
of Columbia General Hospital. 

We are quite proud of the integrated program we have between the 


public health service program and the District of Columbia Genera! 
Hospital, all being under the Department of Public Health. 


We have a very fine, coordinated program. The interchange of 
patients works very smoothly. 

We're quite proud of our home care program. 

We do save many tax dollars by such an integrational program and 
keeping it dynamic to take care of the needs as they arise. 

Representative Harris. Do a lot of them go from your clinics to the 
District of Columbia General Hospital, and then some others go to 
the private hospitals ? 

Dr. Hearn. Well, that would depend on the cost of the treatment. 
Some of them would be able to. If the followup treatment would 
not be too expensive, they could have it done in the doctor’s office 
and they could afford to pay the private doctor, they would continue 
with the private doctor. If it would be such it would require rather 
expensive procedures or a high cost of care, they probably would go 
to the District of Columbia General Hospital. 

It all depends on what the anticipated expense would be. 

You may wonder why we diagnose or screen something in one place 
and let them go to private doctors or another place. Well, the 
diagnostic procedures are extremely expensive today, and the screen- 
ing procedures are very effective. 

presentative Harris. You mentioned this two-million-three- 
hundred-thousand-odd that were diagnosed. 

Dr. Heatu. No; that takes care of all of the units of service that 
we render, sir, such as ambulance runs, prescriptions filled, chest X-ray, 
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medical evaluations, financial evaluations for going into the hospital, 
restaurant inspections, milk inspections, laboratory examinations. 
It’s our unit-of-service program. 

Representative Harris. It has nothing to do whatsoever with trans- 
porting the patients ? 

Dr. Hearn. Well, ae ambulance service, I think, was something 
like 26,000 runs last yea 

Now, I think it is ‘dies pertinent to state that the need for health 
centers has been endorsed since 1946 by various survey committees 
and civie groups, which were outlined in the narrative. 

Now, without deemphasizing the nine items which we are directly 
interested in, the Department of Public Health recognizes it has over- 
all responsibility for all of the health activities of the District of 

Columbia and, therefore, we would like to emphasize the public-health 
‘pena of other projects being presented by other departments 
of the District Government—in particular, water-supply projects: 
the extension of sewers and sewage treatment facilities; the incinera- 
tors for the refuse; the institutions for the Welfare Department, and 
recreation facilities, which are being presented during this session. 
Although not directly under us, we emphasize their need and we feel 
they have a very important part in the sum total public-health 
program, 

Thank you, gentlemen, for the privilege of testifying. 

Re ._presentative O’Hara of Minnesota. Doctor, 1 know you have 
hurried, but we have run way over the time that has been allotted 
because I find, from my observation, where the associates come on they 
take up the full allotted time and the main witness has to go on 
borrowed time. 

Representative Atten of California. Doctor, have you made com- 
parisons with other metropolitan area in somewhat similar size to be 
able to tell us whether the Washington area is ahead of those areas 
now, or behind them, or some place in the middle? 

Dr. Hearn. What index would you mean by ahead or behind? Do 
you mean the facility for rendering public service? 

Representative Auten of California. Well, are the facilities better 
or worse or about the average for the country ¢ 

Dr. Hearn. Boston, Mass., has 8 health centers; Baltimore has 
8; Cleveland has 8; St. Louis has 6; Boston is planning 2 more. 

Senator Bratt. How about the case load ? 

Dr. Hearn. I do not have any particular statistics on cities of the 
exact class, but we would be glad to supply those for the record, if you 
would like it. 

Senator Brauy. I think we would like those for comparison. 

Dr. Heava. We have comparisons of the rates for cities over 500,000, 
and there are 13 cities in that class. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


42387-—54——13 





UeIPTIyo peddvoypury Aq sqysyta jo Jaquinn 
£69 ‘Te uaip 
| “[f49 [ooqoseld pue szuvyuy Aq S}ISTA Jo JequIn nN 
000 ‘TS | ~~“ SUISTA AqTU1e7eUI Jo JequIn NY 
| “O1G}}9M P[TYO PUB [PUIEIBpY 
000 ‘OTT > SZI ‘TSI SuO}eUTUIeXe L10;eI0qRT JO Jequinu [830,71 
: Z88 ‘9 | SOS ‘bz S ____ SUONVUTMIBXS [RO] WEYD Jo Jequinu [e70.), 
: GE “Tg | SUOHCUPUGXS [BOTFO[OIIs Jo Jaquinu (e107), 
000 ‘%s¢ | 989 ‘ce 8E9 “SOT | ~"""" SOT} BUT UTEKe [¥o}SoTo}e}0vq Jo sequinu [B10,.,, 
:$911078.10qQe"] 
000 ‘bz 7 SST “EhI BES “BL | } ; ~_SJUSUIGST[QRISe Poo Jo Suo}}Iadsul Jo saqUINN 
‘ : ; , 3a - S}USUTYST[qUjIsSa Poo} Jo sequin N 
89Z ° : oF “s a 4 ~~~“ S@IQRs OJ PoyBUoRA SSOP Jo sequin N 
i= “se-28e-8 Se1q ei JO} pada'suy stop Jo sequit N 
‘SI GE * ‘ ; Se[dures urvesd-¥I FU Jo SUO}}BVUTWIBXS Jo JOquINN 
| 2 . Pold}SISol Sac jo 40qQUIN NT 
92F ‘TT 008 ‘2 s P62 * : } ; | - SULIG] ITEP JO suCTIOe 1] JO 29qur 
bP OE ‘Z 000 “€ ; 000 ‘¢ | | ~~ WOTSTAJedns sepun sui) Ayep Jo zequir N 
pooy 
2m , , S8OJAJOS [BUOP T] 
POI ‘LZ ; , : ~“SSuqI4I8 [uyuep T1l8 Jo saquinn 
SMO}JLUTMBX9 U0}}9a,ap-190UB, 
Ill . Sep mg 
8LI : OAT] JO ssOysay 
802 | | 991 £ | , ~ S]SO10[ 980] 104.1 y 
29S 922 “= a SZUony Uy pus vruouin ud 
“ ,™ | | 7 — Ayan 
“BUITO] PUB SISv}O0]078 “BX {ydse [ewuysog 
LT€ : SULIOJ [[8 ‘syso—nss9qn y, 
44 - z a ae Sjusp Poy 
ggg ‘ "i = Se u1e1s {gs 
SN0A49U [8.1] 090 Supa SUO}se| IETNOSE A 
, suIse[doeu 1UBUs [ey 
622 , : : Ip J4veyy 
{18ap JO sasnvo SUL PBI OT 
O6F ; G8Z ; | 228 , bL9 | 7 (S}U9P{Sed) SYIRAp URZUT JO Jo jUINN 
| $8¢ ‘ZI 189 ‘IT 0€9 ‘%z ’ “is (S}UopTsed) syqatq aaq] Jo waquinn 
902 ‘¢ ( ' | 6009 Z ORS “OL 7 ($} Uaptsel) SYIBAP JO 4109 (WINN 
TSE “b6S ¢ 199 “bZ¢ } ¢ 866 ‘g0¢ 9£9 “S06 000 ‘E¢6 : “a. P uoTVINdog 
SONISTIBIS [VITA 





Ss 
~ 
2 
~ 
— 
o 
o 
Fe 
= 
2 
a 
Z 
o 
= 
O 
> 
& 
& 
2 
Z 
5 
NM 
G 
3 
S 
oO 
< 
& 
~ 
a 


. . ' ; ; ; E ‘ : BIQuinjog 
uojsnoy | y8ungs)jig SINOT “3g /syodvenuy yy sOyNVa[T u0jsog HeuUpUTD | puvpeasgg s0UIN [eg > sonar 
0961 0961 1961 er | Ager 1961 1961 oer | er | ayes commune 
| 





188 


sida 2UuaI04 40f $3179 abav OF Ut aounwmiofiad yyvay-ou9Qnd uo DIVP pajoajzag 
} : ; Ji f 4#]29Y-2279 IOP pajprajag 





PUBLIC WOR 


OSL “6Z 
Lw 


¢09 ‘09 


sepyfo os1e[ M01) a[qepeae syiodes jemuUB WO) yuowys 


986 “ 


062 “TF 
960 ‘Tt 


#8 90% 
198 ‘f 11g ‘9 


BIZ % 129% 


gol ‘$89 gee ‘8l 
68 ocr ‘f 


Z29 “SUT 


OI 68 


RLE “OF 


ese ‘OF 


000 ‘LI 


890 “OL 
069 “FI 


LLE 


01z ‘HOT 
L061 
¥¥6 ‘19 


008 “SOT 
L889 


» Ol 


61g ‘Ol 
168 
+66 


e9e “T 
#9 IT 
orl f 
gi¢‘t 
229 ‘ZIT 
GLL SI 
818 ‘99 
199 


LZ % 
168 “$9 


7 ‘o7 


O8G VC 


edeq 4ife®H BIqmInfoy jo youastcy eq} Aq papidareD :qo1nes 


SUOTIESLISEA 
-ul peoydojoourepide gspos|p-[Ba1aUeA JO yoqunN 
SUSLA oF UT[O gsvasIp-[Bo1IUIA JO joquaNn 
f : : sorulp 
0} PoyZIUIps VBes!P [Se19UGA JO SBSBO jo saquitIN 
sesBo QSVaSI p-[VoIlat A Jaq30 jo requiltNn 
poyoder sasve € 7 IIOUOS JO yequinN 
poy1odas sasBo sirydAs Jo 19quInN 
SaSBes| Pp [B219UIA 
ape sABI-X jo. 10QuINN 
poyiodel SoSBo aatytsod jo soquinNn 
sqistA ofat{o [BIOL 
stsopnoseqn L 
= syista Jo zoquinu [830.1 
QOTA1OS 0} POT} juetjed jo EQUI N 
“Zuisunu {voy oqnud 
peddeiy pus ‘posst 2 
*poqeq SUuOT} BOOT jo goquinu *jo4yU0d yuepou 
pozAjeue sajduies 1038M Jo JoquinN 
UOPRUBS [SUIT 
-WoITAUD $90] AJOS PPV pure stopoodsut Jo JoquinN 
uopyeyyuRs [eyueT 
-uolj Aue ‘uorstAsgodns Jepun seonid jo soqQuInN 
:Bujaseupsue Y}[eed onaqnd 
suotyezjunuMy pus SUOTIVUPIIBA JO JoquinN 
syjused WeATs siajpusy poo} jo yquinNn 
~-gasvesTp 
giqroyuNUITUI0d 0} SUS}A uvpopsAyd jo JoquinN 
poy1odas Sesves|P a[quopUNUTUI09 O41 oe JoquInN 
-sagrastp o[qe}UeAedd 
“= ggdTAsos oF UT] quoryed Jo JoquUINN 
=a" pe}};UIpe Sesvo jo soquInN 
yeak SnopAdid WIOIy po}sTVo saseo Jo equInN 
“ksdajjde pus euapsAq ps3} U9 
SUOT} BUTUIEXE TLIOMSUTI JO JOQUINN 
SUOT} BUT UIVXA [ROTBOpOr PN Jo JoqunN 
- $] UdUI} VAT} sysornoyped Jo soquinN 
SuoT} VU UIeXd jeoysojoueys qdo jo oquInNN 
uarplrge ooyes Jo SuOT) BUPUTEXe JO 40q un N 
:spooyas Jo WO} woods uy [eoy pe WL 
suns souR[ng we JO yoquinNn 
peg suorjdysosead Jo yoq un N 
5 --- gy AJog sdoyeul 
wo AoussJ0 uy Aq popre Serpurey jo JoqUInN 
-suvjoysAyd Jortstd Aq SHSTA oulo H 
a - eit 
juayIVd No JoJ Pet 99 suoy) odds jo req munN 
aie [Bj1dsoq-Uy 10} posve[d suo woytdde jo 0q Wn N 
gouvtzstss8 [POT pew 





190 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


We try to keep very close track to see where we stand and what our 
accomplishments might be with reference to other cities. 

Representative Auten of Califor nia. Is there any inference that the 
cities you do not name of similar size have fewer than Washington’ 

Dr. Hearn. No. I got this over at Johns Hopkins. I don’t know 
what the others have. There has been no elimination by design. 

Representative Auten of California. Thank you. That is all, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. If there are no other ques- 
tions, Doctor, we appreciate your testimony. 

The next witness is on the subject of penal institutions. Mr. 
Clemmer, you are allotted 15 minutes on here. If you can cut it 
down we would appreciate it. I think this committee is rather con- 
versant with the general outlay of the penal institutions. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD CLEMMER, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
CORRECTIONS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Ciemmer. I am the only witness, and I can control it; and I 
will hold it to the allotted time, or less. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have a prepared state 
ment for the record, Mr. Clemmer? 


Mr. Cremmer. Yes; I do. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Clemmer is as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF DONALD CLEMMER, DtRecroR, DEPARTMENT oF 
Corrections, Disrricr ofr CoLUMBIA 


The needs of the Department of Corrections for expanded facilities are des- 
perate. The strong adjective is used advisedly and, indeed, conservatively 
The prisoner population of the institutions in our Department has climbed 
91 percent in the last 10 years, while the population of Washington has risen 
only 21 percent. This is the overriding fact and the most compelling justification 
for increased facilities that can be presented. 


A BIRD’S-EYE VIEW OF THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS, CIRCA 1954 


The Department of Corrections was created by Public Law 460 in the 79th 
Congress in 1946 and consists of 4 institutions—the District jail in Washington, 
the reformatory for men at Lorton, the workhouse for men at Occoquan, and the 
reformatory for women near Occoquan. The last 8 institutions are situated 
on a reservation of 3,500 acres, 25 miles from Washington. The Department 
is currently caring for 4,000 inmates, with slightly less than 600 employees and 
a budget of $4,169,000 for fiscal year 1954. The Department pursues a balanced 
penological program, stressing wherever feasible and possible the rehabilitation 
of its wards but at the same time providing for a solid work regime and freat- 
ment commensurate with the creating law and what is believed to be the best 
interests of society. 

In addition to the 4 institutional divisions named, there are 5 service divisions, 
including an Agricultural Division which farms a 1,000-acre tract, grossing 
$300,000 of produce annually. An Industries Division operates 14 various serv- 
ices or manufacturing units with an annual gross of $800,000. The Engineering 
Division operates utilities, maintains the 265 buildings, controls the small 
railroad, and engages in the maintenance, construction, and repair of the plant. 
The Business Division handles customary business operations, and the Trans- 
portation Division, with a fleet of 163 vehicles, provides the many needs which 
are implied. 
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RECENT POPULATION TRENDS 


The average daily population of the 4 institutions for the first 6 months of 
the current fiscal year was 3,983 men and women of all races. Ten years ago, 
for fiscal year 1944, the population in all institutions was 2,486. The increase 
over a 10-year period is 91 percent in the prisoner population, as opposed to an 
increase in the population of Washington of 21 percent. The facts speak for 
themselves and reflect upon a variety of situations from which crime stems. 

The following table shows the growth in the 4 institutions in the Department 
for the fiscal year 1944 through the first 6 months of 1954. 


me teforma- 
Fiseal year Reforma 


Workhouse Women's Jail Depart 


reformatory ment 
Se —_ —— _ _ —— - a - | - — es 
554 2, 436 
2, 049 
529 ‘ , 094 
2, 344 
2, 460 
2, 738 
3, 244 
3, 309 
, 332 
, 507 
months),._.- f 19% 3, 983 


While it would be possible to project the population factors herewith shown, 
it is considered a hazardous undertaking, since the phenomena of crime is made 
up of multitudinous variables operating together. If we were to estimate that 
the prisoner population were to grow in the next 10 years as it has in the past, 
a need would then be seen for facilities to care for approximately 8,000 inmates. 
We believe this is too pessimistic a view, however, for it makes no allowance 
for improving police work, a stabilizing community, an improved rehabilitation 
during institutionalization, and a hope for a solution in the handling of a 
percentage of the alcoholic cases. On the other hand, the sad fact is that, of 
current date, juvenile delinquency as one of the variables in adult crime, marches 
upward, Of many estimates given concerning the increase during the last few 
years, the most conservative is 19 percent. And furthermore, reports have it 
that the behavior of juveniles who become delinquent, for the most part, is more 
sophisticated and criminalistic than we have known before. If the trends we 
know in the past continue, the correctional institutions of tomorrow will be 
filled with the juvenile delinquents of today! 


INADEQUACIES OF THE PRESENT FACILITIES 


Applying sound penological standards to the present institutions, the Depart- 
ment has facilities sufficient to care for 3,275 inmates. However, the population 
as of January 25, was 4.013. Thus, even now, the institutions are sorely taxed 
with overcrowding. Inmates’ cots are far too close together. Inmate work 
squads are overloaded, making for some idleness and inadequate supervision. 
Feeding must be done in 2 lines into the 2 mess halls. Two men are 
cramped into cells which have been double-decked, and which are barely ade- 
quate for one. In a number of other ways as well, the crowding factor is a 
distinct handicap to conducting progressive rehabilitative programs. 

As to recent history in terms of facilities, in 1946 the Congress provided funds 
for the renovations at the jail, including construction of a fence. The improve- 
ments have been helpful, but have not contributed to the space requirements 
materially. In 1951, the Congress provided funds to construct an Administration 
Building and control center at the reformatory—a building which will relieve 
present space for inmate living quarters to some extent. In 1949, the Depart- 
ment advised the Commissioners of the imminent overcrowding and requested 
a high level study, looking toward the construction of a new institution and 
creation of a penitentiary unit, to be organized within existing facilities. 

While no alarmist position is taken by the Department, it is well to recall 
that over the last 2 years there have been 24 major riots in American prisons. 
They have occurred in good institutions, such as the Federal Reformatory in 
Ohio and the brand new Soledad in California, and in old ones like the peniten- 
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tiaries in Trenton, New Jersey, and in West Virginia. The American Prison 
Assoviation, which provides the most competent thinking in the Nation on 
penological matters, has studied all riots of recent date and has concluded that 
they result from a combination of seven basic causes. These causes are cited 
as inadequate financing, overcrowding, too large institutions, inmate idleness, 
political intervention, substandard personnel, and unwise sentencing and purole 
If this analysis is correct, the overcrowding factor is one that is certainly appli- 
cable to the Department of Corrections, if not the others, in full degree, and 
along with overcrowding goes some unavoidable idleness. No evaluation js 
made of the current sentencing and parole practices in the District of Columbia 
except to say that within the last year sentences have increased approximately 
one-third, and the parole policy continues to be conservative. In other words, 
some of the ingredients of prison disturbance exist as of today in correctional 
institutions of the District of Columbia. While the Department is not immune 
to disturbanees, considering especially the increasing criminality of its wards, the 
belief is that it is geared to prevent disturbances and may be scored as sub- 
stantially sound in the other factors believed to be causal in riot situations. 

The following table shows the safe capacity of the institutions, together with 
the present population and the excess population over safety. 


0 PAN 1954 average [| Population 
Institution Safe — ~ | (6 months) over safe 
; population capacity 

Jail diviston 900 | 1,015 15 
Reformatory division 1, 200 | 1, 566 366 
Workhouse; diyision ___. 1, 000 1, 193 193 
Women’s division. 175 209 | 34 
Departmental total 3, 275 3, 983 708 


JUSTIFICATION OF BUILDING PROJECTS 


There are 12 separate building or construction needs encompassed in 6 
projects which are provided in the proposed public works program for the De- 
partment of Corrections that effect all 4 institutions. There 12 developments 
are identified and described in the mimeographed book dealing with the topic 
under published date of January 1954. The publication describes the 6 projects 
reasonably well except the one pertaining to the jail which is inaccurate accord- 
ing to current thinking and will be properly described below. It remains here 
but to add additional explanation of the projects in terms of the urgency of their 
needs as related to the foregoing presentation. 

As attention is drawn to the specifics of the correctional construction program, 
notice should be given to the predicted population of Washington and the metro- 
politan area of Washington a few decades ahead. It is expected, for example, 
that in 1962 the population of the metropolitan area will be 1,800,000, some 
300,000 more than at present. By 1972 the population of the metropolitan area 
of Washington is expected to be at 2 million. Of course, no one knows what 
the future may hold but it is an established fact that criminal activity has no 
boundaries and it is for that reason that we cite the population of the metro- 
politan area as a factor to be recognized. 

The 12 building needs, in addition to utility repair and providing work fa- 
cilities, will give space for approximately 1,100 additional inmates, 250 at the 
jail, 200 at the workhouse, 75 at the women’s division, and some 600 or probably 
more in the new institution due to certain renovations to oceur at the re 
formatory. It is very probable that the projects which provide for only 1,100 
additional inmates may be too modest in their design for the future, yet certain 
faith is held out that the rising tide of crime in the decade ahead will subside. 
If it doesn’t, it is certain the Commissioners of the District of Columbia will have 
to eome to the Congress again for additional facilities. In this regard, however, 
the new institution proposed will be one which can be expanded. The following 
brief comments give the gist of the needs project by project. 

The workhouse division (project 4-1).—The sum of $780,000 is recommended 
for improvements at the workhouse division. This division holds the mis- 
demeanants from the municipal courts of the District of Columbia and has had 
annual admission rates of around 15,000. <A 1,000-acre farm is operated in con- 
nection with the institution as well as the industrial brick plant and a number 
of other activities. At the workhouse division a new dormitory to house 200 
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inmates is proposed. This is necessary because even now we have 150 men 
crowded into dormitories built for 100 and have yet other men occupying a base- 
ment area unfit for human beings. At the workhouse division a new dairy barn 
is proposed to the extent of $150,000. The present structure is 28 years old 
and has been declared unsafe by health authorities years ago The current 
dairy herd consists of 80 milkers and from the dairy enterprise all milk necessary 
for inmate consumption on the reservation is provided. With additional dairy 
facilities, it would be possible to produce milk for the jail division in Washing- 
ton as well as for the institutions in Virginia. In addition to a new dormitory 
and a dairy barn, the workhouse division also has need for an addition to its 
hospital in order to provide care for tubercular patients. Thus, it is proposed 
that a wing be added to the present small hospital for the cost of about $230,000. 
This wing would care for not only the tubercular inmates committed to the 
workhouse but those committed to all other institutions in the Department. 
We currently handle approximately 50 tubercular patients in most inadequate 
quarters with consequent threat to the health of the inmate population generally, 
as well as to employees. In addition to the tubercular disease among convyen- 
tional inmates, the Health Department, D. C., uses the Department of Corrections 
as an agency in which to hold tubercular citizens who resist treatment without 
custody under existing facilities. There is still one additional development for 
the workhouse under project 4-1, namely, a new administration building and an 
educational center which would cost approximately $250,000. When the plans 
were drawn for the workhouse division in 1915, space was left in the quadrangle 
area for an administration building—which has never been built. The business 
and administration functions of the institution are carried on in a structure 
originally built as an honor dormitory. The new administration building would, 
as the name implies, provide facilities for management of the institution and 
also for a library, school rooms and assorted areas through which it would be 
possible to encourage inmates in a less unstable way of life. 

Improvements to utilities (project 4-2).—The sum of $300,000 is proposed 
for unquestionably necessary repairs to two heating plants and to meet present- 
day and future needs in electric distribution and related workloads. The 
equipment has been in service over a period of 20 or 25 years and has been 
inspected frequently by the Department of Buildings and Grounds who from 
a strictly engineering viewpoint have demanded that the improvements noted 
be requested and indeed begun in fiscal year 1955. 

The Reformatory for Women (project 4-3) —The Reformatory for Women 
has 3 essential and 1 very desirable building needs, in order that proper segrega- 
tion according to personality type and criminality type can be furthered. The 
first is a maximum security building at a cost of $210,000 to provide care and 
treatment for those types of female inmates who cannot adjust to an open-type 
institution due to their psychopathy, feeblemindedness, physical handicap, or 
general rebelliousness. At present such women are either held at the Jail 
Division for periods longer than is wise for their reformation, and a few of 
them are transferred to the Federal Reformatory for Women at Alderson. The 
building would provide, as indicated, for the care of these women under humane, 
progressively therapeutic ways. The second need at the Woman's Reformatory 
is strictly for inmates of the better type who with help while institutionalized 
are excellent risks for a noncriminal adjustment in the free community. The 
current institution offers no privacy and virtually mingles all types of women 
together. The two new cottages proposed at a cost of $50,000 would care for 
approximately 40 women in refined surroundings. The third urgent need at 
the Reformatory for Women is an administration building which would also 
serve as a receiving and discharge center, and as a housing development for 
women employees. The present so-called administration building is a frame 
shack built out of green lumber in 1925 and should unquestionably be replaced. 
The fourth construction unit at the Reformatory for Women is designated as 
a chapel at $50,000. There is some question in the Department’s mind if this 
chapel should not be built in another institution, for the inmate chapel at the 
present Woman’s Division now is a fairly adequate structure. The religious 
approach to institutionalized persons is more fervent with hope than is cus- 
tomarily realized and a dignified chapel would do much, it is believed, to 
further this type of reeducation. 

New Youth Center (project 4—4;).—The largest recommendation is for the 
construction of a complete new institution to be located on the District’s reser- 
vation a mile away from the present reformatory at a cost of $6 million or 
below. The need of a new institution was proposed many years ago and its 
need has become more apparent with the enactment into legislation of the 
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National Youth Correction Act, which is applicable to the District of Columbia 
The new institution, in substance, would be designed for youths from 18 to 22 
who would come under the purview of the Youth Correction Act and would 
hold not only offenders against the District of Columbia but Federal offenders 
as well. With the present facilities, though the act is now in force, no suitable 
place exists for carrying it out. Currently, youths 18 to 20 are placed in the 
Department’s reformatory or transferred to the Federal reformatory at Chilli- 
cothe. No definity of plans have been made for this new institution except to 
locate a site, already assigned to the Department of Corrections. Planning 
money has been requested of the Commissioners on an occasion or so and they 
found it necessary to deny it due to more immediate demands upon the funds. 
The new institution, however, would be so constructed that perhaps for the 
tirst time in American penology, a vitally aggressive, rehabilitative approach 
would be made possible for the wards. The views of every expert in the 
Nation would be sought and special aid would be available from the United 
States Bureau of Prisons in planning and designing the new institution. The 
Department itself has some imaginative and perhaps ingenious ideas as to 
programing the new institution and the program, of course, would effect its 
structure. Youths to make up the population, it is expected, would come from 
the United States district courts of the District of Columbia, as well as through 
increased waiver policies of the present juvenile court, and from Federal jurisdic- 
tions beyond the authority of the courts of the District of Columbia, on a reim- 
bursable basis, and from among the older juveniles currently held at the National 
Training School for Boys and sometimes transferred to the Federal reformatory 
at Chillicothe. The institution should be small but expandible to take care of, in 
a pessimistic way, the felons of future decades. 

One feature of the new institution would be a diagnostic depot or center, the 
place where the trial judge would commit youths for thorough clinical study and 
recommendation as to whether or not the trial judge should commit the offender 
to the youth correction authority rather than to sentence him in the conventional 
way. This diagnostic depot would be manned with experts in all phases of 
personality study and the same experts would be available to the resident popu- 
lation for brainwashing, in the American sense. 

It is probable the institution can be constructed for less than $6 million for no 
huge walls are envisaged, but without detailed plans no closer figure can be given. 
One factor in the expenditure, of course, will be the development of all utilities. 

The Jail Division (project 4-5).—The District of Columbia jail, overcrowded 
for years, needs immediate room simply to house the number of inmates currently 
handled. At the moment, two inmates are assigned to a small cell, which is un- 
wise both in terms of hygiene and morality. It is proposed that for $650,000 
two new wings be added to cell block 1 and cell block 2 at the jail, each to provide 
suitable space for 125 inmates. One of these wings, as an emergency, might be 
used as a diagnostic center to activate the new Youth Correction Act until such 
time as that center was constructed at the Department’s reservation at Lorton 
and Occoquan, Va. Designs have been made of the new wings by the Department 
of Buildings and Grounds and, along with the dormitory at the workhouse, are 
the most urgent Department needs as of the present. 

The Industries Division (project 4-6).—The Industries Division operates on 
a revolving fund and has 14 enterprises, most of which are located at the Re- 
formatory Division near Lorton. Over the years, as Industries expanded and 
when the populations were low, the manufacturing shops were placed in space 
built for inmate living quarters. With the present population at Lorton and the 
almost certain growth of the felony population, the space now occupied for 
Industries undertakings must be released for living quarters. It is therefore 
proposed that at an expense of roughly $300,000 a completely new two- or three- 
story dormitory building be constructed on the grounds of the reformatory in 
which would be housed the clothing factory, the broom and brush shop, the 
printing plant, the metal tag shop, and perhaps other undertakings, together 
with class and library space for continuing the advanced vocational training 
already under way. The adoption of this proposal would not only provide the 
Industries Division with proper and adequate space but, as indicated, it would 
make available additional living quarters for reformatory men without con- 
struction for that specific purpose. 

The needs shown by these broad plans herewith cited appear to the Depart- 
ment to be generally self-evident. It is intended, however, that further and 
additional refined thinking and study may bring about modification in the best 
interests of the Department itself and of the community of Washington which 
it serves. 









PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 195 



















































dia. Mr. Cremer. It seems to me I caz., within a couple of minutes, 
= give to the members of the committee a bird’s-eye view of the Depart- 
om ment of Corrections, and secondly I would like to say a word about 
ble riots, which is rather germane, and then give you the major proposals 
‘he which we have. 
re The Department of Corrections has a little less than 600 employees. 
Bs We have four institutions: the District jail in Washington, the re- 
ey formatory for men at Lorton, the workhouse for men at Occoquan, and 
is. the reformatory for women near Occoquan. 
- We have a balanced penological program. We stress the rehabili- 
ie tation program. 
d I would like to say that in addition to the conventional things that 
e ; you gentlemen know about penal operations, we have a farm and are 
= : doing $300,000 worth of work there, producing that much there an- 
“ ;  nually, and have 14 industries divisions—or the Industry Division, 
bh ' rather, operates 14 various services or manufacturing units with an 
C- » annual business of $800,000. 
. Let me say, if I may, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, a word about 
. riots in the American prisons. There have been 24 of them. They 
n have cost $3 million, but they have done more harm than that, because 
they have held up to the underworld a disrespect for law. We are 
' organized not to id riots. However, we have some of the elements 


out of which riots occur. 
) You know where they have been in 24 different localities throughout 
the country. The American Prison Association provides the best 
thinking, such as it is, on matters penological, and it came up with 
seven causal factors. They are inadequate financing, overcrowding, 
too large institutions, inmate idleness, political intervention, sub- 
standard personnel, and unwise sentencing and parole. Fortunately, 
I am happy to say that the only one that applies really to my Depart- 
ment is overcrowding, and I think a certain amount of idleness. 
; On the other hand, some of the causal factors are there, and unless 
he we get some aid and space and other facilities, this jurisdiction will 
; not be unlike others. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You have taken these up 
with the District Commissioners ? 

Mr. CLemMer. Yes, sir; the financial estimates. 

I can give you the main justification. There are photographs here 
of two institutions. The main justification is asking for $8,500,000 
in buildings which are overcrowded. 

You have heard many times that during the decade of 1940 to 1950, 
that the population of Washington has increased 21 percent, and went 
from 603,000 to 802,000. 

Our prisons increased in population from 2,436 in 1944 to 8,983 
in 1953, which is a 91-percent increase. We have grown pretty nearly 
five times as fast as the average population for the area, which is 
shown on the chart over there. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Does that include the over- 
crowding in the jail situation ? 

Mr. Ciemmenr. In all institutions, the jail, reformatory, and all of 
them, and this chart demonstrates how the curve went up for them. 

As of today we are overcrowded, and the parts of the bar chart 
in red show, in my opinion, the place we are beyond safety. We are 
over safe capacity by 21 percent today, let alone the overall phe- 
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nomenon of crime and the experience of juvenile delinquency. It is 
up at least 19 percent, and juvenile crime is becoming more and more 
serious. 

There are other problems, and they are related, but the main prob- 
lem primarily is overcrowding. As you can see from the photograph 
there we are holding two men in a cell built for one. It is unwise, 
penologically, and unwise from the standpoint of morals. The dorm 
tories have beds 12 inches apart. I can run through these projects 
for you very briefly. 

In the workhouse we need a new dormitory and that will cost 
$150,000, and we can build it pretty much ourselves. 

Currently we are keeping men in a basement which is not fit for in 
mates or anyone else. 

We need a new dairy which will cost $150,000. The present struc 
ture is 28 years old and had been declared unsafe by the health authori- 
ties years ago. The reason it was declared unsafe is because of the 
strength of the building. 

We need an addition | to our hospital which will cost $230,000, pr 
marily for the tuberculosis patients. 

I can reinforce what Dr. Heath said that when they cannot keep 
them at some of the other institutions, they send them out to us. That 
results in overcrowding. 

We need a new administration building and an educational center, 
which together would cost approximately $250,000. 

These are misdemeanor patients, but nonetheless they are recidivists, 
and our repeat rate is terrific. 

We need improvement of utilities of $300,000. The heating plants 
are 30 years old, and the tunnels are in disrepair. 

At the reformatory for women we have four separate projects, all 
of which are a matter of space. 

The big request in this total figure of $8,500,000 is the new institution 
costing $6 million or probably less, and we think it will be less. That 
is the new youth center. We had to pick the figure almost out of the 
air. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. For what department ? 

Mr. Cremmer. This, Mr. Chairman, will be not in addition to one of 
the present institutions, but a brand-new one for youths between the 
ages of 18 and 22 to fit into the concept of the National Youth Correc 
tion Act, made applicable under the District of Columbia. This is 
for the juveniles who are going to be coming to our institutions tomor- 
row, and we need an institution geared to treat them and discipline 
them and send them out into the world in better shape. 

The $6 million is pretty much of a guess. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Where do you plan to put it? 

Mr. Cremer. It will be put on department property, property 
owned by the government of the District of Columbia, at Lorton and 
Occoquan, a mile, perhaps, from our present reformatory. 

In the jail we need two wings added on to the present wings built 
in 1870 to take care of another 250 inmates, and also we have what we 

‘all a diagnostic center, so that they can be studied and analyzed and 
correction can be properly analy med, 

I have given you a quick picture, and I would like to leave you with | 
this word, which I do not like to use, but our need is desperate. It isa 
strong word, and I use it advisedly. | 
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Representative Smirna of Virginia. The reformatory is_ the 
penitentiary ¢ 

Mr. Cremer. Legally, technically it is a penitentiary. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Did you mention the need 
there ¢ 

Mr. Cremer. I have not mentioned it. The primary one there is 
to ti ake care of what we now call our walled unit, and remove from the 
3 industrial shops where we are doing about $300,000 a year, and build 
a new industries building for clothing manufacture, printing plant, 
broom and brush manufacture, and use that space for those new 
projects which those shops now occupy for dormitory purposes. We 
want to put the dormitories there. 

[ have not talked too much about the need for space at the reforma- 
tory, because we have some plans developed on our own. We do need 
it and will need it more and more as time goes on. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Clemmer. 
Are there any questions ¢ 

If not, then thank you for having appeared, Mr. Clemmer. 

Our next witness is Mr. Xanten, the Superintendent of Sanitation. 
We had a lot of sanitation yesterday, and we have you and another 
witness on sanitation today. I wish you would make it as concise as 
you can. If you have statements, the committee should have, please 
distribute them. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. XANTEN, SUPERINTENDENT, DIVISION 
OF SANITATION, DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY ENGINEERING 


Mr. Xanten. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have some material here which 
is prepared. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. That will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(Statement of William A. Xanten is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A, XANTEN, SUPERINTENDENT, DIVISION OF SANITATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY ENGINEERING, RE PROPOSED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 
DIVISION OF SANITATION 


The capital outlay program for the Division of Sanitation is designed primarily 
to enable the division to keep pace with the absolute requirement for day-by-day 
collection and disposal of the solid wastes of the community. The estimated 
volume of the various categories of these wastes produced annually in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is recorded for the fiscal year 1953 as follows: 


Cubie yards Tons 
Street and alley sweepings ' . 284, 660 04, 886 
Ashes and miscellaneous noncombustibles ! 772, 470 580, 000 
Garbage 2 : ‘ 175, 462 87, 731 
Combustible refuse 3__.. ie . 4, 450, 360 460, 102 
Dead animals (33,085) - - ; 265 268 
Night soil (82,835 gallons) _. or 410 345 


Total production 5, 683, 627 1, 223, 329 


445,000 tons delivered to disposal points by commercial and United States Government collection units 
2 40,000 tons estimated collected by licensed pig-feeders. 
? 336,987 tons delivered to disposal points by commercial and United States Government collection units 
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Failure to provide proper facilities for the daily disposal of these enormous 
quantities of the solid wastes of a large community can—as recently stated in 
Life magazine regarding the city of New York—cause a community to literally 
“smother in its own wastes.” Disposal must be geared to “surefire” daily 
handling of the current production. All related problems in dealing with this 
situation become more complex as the community increases in development and 
population to the point now reached in the District of Columbia. 


REFUSE DISPOSAL 
Incineration 

The availability of low ground within reasonable haul for depositing solid 
wastes (refuse) is a problem rapidly approaching serious proportions in most 
of the large cities of this country. This is indicated by the marked trend to- 
ward incineration in the larger communities in recent years and the gradual 
recognition of the need for improved operating practices in the maintainance 
of land-fills. This question is of particular significance in the District of Co- 
jumbia where the life of existing land-fill areas within the confines of the Dis 
trict are rapidly (within 10 years) coming to a close. The reduction of this 
enormous volume by every possible means without resorting to low ground is 
a policy which should be rigidly adhered to both now and in the future. Such 
a policy involves the incineration of as much of the combustible material as 
possible, the continuation of the policy of permitting garbage to be fed to pigs, 
the use of leaves for composting, the salvaging of metal from residue and the 
use of ashes and cinders for various purposes by private and public agencies 

Attention is directed particularly to the critical situation confronting the 
municipality with respect to the disposal of household, commercial and United 
States Government combustible refuse (trash). 

The District’s two incinerators were constructed in 1932 and have been operat- 
ing on a 24-hour basis 5 days per week since that time. The rated daily (peak) 
papacity of these plants is 425 tons and 170 tons respectively. Calculating the 
average daily capacity on the basis of 80 percent of peak capacity these 2 plants 
are capable of handling approximately 2,380 tons per week or 123,000 tons an- 
nually. On the basis of the above figures showing the annual production (460,- 
102 tons) of combustible refuse it is seen that this represents approximately 
one-fourth of required capacity. 

The remaining three-fourths of combustible refuse production is being han- 
dled by controlled open-burning at Kenilworth and while this is a most economi- 
cal method of handling the material the quantities involved make the operation 
intolerable for surrounding residents. During the past winter (1952-53) on 
peak days as many as 1,200 truckloads of rubbish were deposited at the Kenil- 
worth land-fill. A-bonfire of this size represents an extreme fire hazard and 
constitutes a serious potential nuisance to nearby residents under severe con 
ditions of wind and weather. It is inconceivable that such burning could be 
transferred to any other property within the confines of the District of Co 
lumbia nor is there any other location within reasonable truck haul in Mary- 
land or Virginia where such practice would be permitted by the authorities or 
tolerated by the residents of the adjoining States. 

It is obvious from the above that the municipality must construct additional 
incinerator capacity to deal with this situation as promptly as possible. Two 
additional plants of 500 tons rated daily peak capacity will provide 235,000 tens 
of annual capacity for a combined total of some 358,000 tons of available annual 
capacity. 

The cost of disposal by incineration is high as compared to the cost of con 
trolled open burning. For this reason the program of providing incinerators is 
not designed to eliminate all open burning but rather to keep up at least a rea- 
sonable pace with capacity requirements so as to reduce the quantities to be 
disposed of by controlled open-burning to a degree where the operation can be 
carried on without the serious complications and dangers involved in handling 
the enormous quantities now being disposed of in this manner. 


Refuse transfer stations 


Refuse transfer stations are designed to provide a point for the transfer of 
noncombustible material (ashes, street sweepings, and incinerator residue) from 
small collection units to large trailers for distribution to remote disposal points 
The Division now operates one such station which is located in the southeast 
section of the city at New Jersey Avenue and K Street. This transfer station 
also serves as headquarters for the garbage collection and disposal forces and 
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provides an essential installation for the transfer of garbage to pig-feeder units 
and/or gondola railroad cars for shipment to the sanitary land-fill at Cherry 
Hill, Va. For household ashes and street sweepings this station serves primarily 
the downtown section and the southwest and southeast portions of the city west 
of the Anacostia River. 

With all presently operated land-fills at the perimeter of the city—and only 
in the eastern section along the line of the Anacostia River—it is apparent that 
the need for an additional transfer station to serve the suburban northwest area 
is an economic necessity. Such a station would be utilized to service the north- 
west suburban areas both east and west of Rock Creek Park and would provide 
a round-trip saving in haul for street cleaning and ash collection units in these 
areas Of up to 15 miles in most instances. The strategic location of such a 
transfer station in the northwest area is an important consideration and is 
recognized to be extremely difficult because of potential objections by surround- 
ing residents. For these two cogent reasons particularly such a station should, 
if possible, be combined with incinerator No. 4 so that the two facilities may be 
established jointly at the most logical place where operations can be consolidated. 


STREET CLEANING 
Headquarters for whitewings 

One of the requirements of any large municipal street cleaning agency is to 
provide strategically located buildings as headquarters for the whitewing per- 
sonnel operating in the various sections of the city. These buildings are used 
to house the whitewing carriers and cans, pushcarts, brooms, shovels, ete., re- 
quired for the operation. They should be located as strategically and incon- 
spicuously as possible in order to hold to an absolute minimum any “dead- 
heading” to and from the individually assigned street cleaning routes and serve 
as a storage point for such accumulations of sweepings as must be carried over 
from one day to the next pending removal by truck. Overnight accumulation 
of sweepings while held to a minimum cannot always be avoided; usually being 
held to the “last” can carrier or pushcart load only of each whitewing. 

The District now operates some 22 buildings all of which are either leased 
garages or temporary structures that in general do not provide heat, light, or 
sanitary facilities for the personnel and which are subject to constant change 
brought about by expiring leases or loss of site. In addition several locations 
are utilized for this purpose that can be considered permanent in that they are 
existing District-owned installations such as garages, transfer stations, etc. 
The need is to provide cheap but adequate housing for this purpose which has 
the essential element of permanency while, at the same time, providing decent 
sanitary facilities for the personnel. Present plans envisage the provision of 
eight of these buildings on this permanent and modern basis as the first step in 
an overall program to correct the present unfortunate position of depending 
upon leased, temporary, and inadequate buildings. 

Attention is invited to the desirability of providing such quarters in the 
proposed west wing of the new Municipal Center Building to replace the existing 
street-cleaning headquarters in the May Building. This particular location is 
now the main headquarters for the important downtown whitewing section. 

Buildings of this type when well located have a most decided effect on the 
efficiency and economy of operation and are essential to a well-planned organiza: 
tion engaged in street-cleaning work. 


MISCELLANEOUS FACILITIES 

Garages 

The Division now operates two major storage garages located at Ist and O 
Streets SE., and in the alley between 9th and 10th, N and O Streets NW., and 
one major shop and garage located at Mount Olivet Road and West Virginia 
Avenue NE. Two of these buildings are modern and eminently satisfactory. 

The Northwest garage, however, erected in 1912 is a converted stables and is 
inadequate in size and inefficient in physical layout. The necessity of using an 
elevator for access to the second floor and an alley for the approach to the 
garage proper, as well as the lack of aisle and maneuvering space within the 
building, results in delay in dispatching trucks in the morning and in servie- 
ing them and storing them at night. During the winter months when snow 
removal operations are required further congestion takes place inasmuch as most 
of the large gangs of extra laborers hired for snow work are engaged at this 
loeation. 
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In fiscal year 1952 an item of $38,000 was included in the budget for the 
rehabilitation of the heating, lighting, and toilet facilities at this building. 
The building is well located at its present site and should be retained. The 
improvement that is badly needed will involve acquisition of sufficient area to the 
north (leading to O Street) or to the east (leading to Ninth Street) for an 
additional wing including ramps so as to increase the size of available storage 
area and to provide ramps for easy access to the second story. 

Remodeling Georgetown incinerator 

This item has been included in “Capital outlay” to accomplish at one fell swoop 
what has been done on a peacemeal basis at the O Street incinerator, i. e., the 
installation of sectionally supported walls to replace gravity walls in the fur- 
naces ; replacement of grates and charging openings; installation of a new heat- 
ing boiler and necessary repairs to stack. 

This plant has been operating on a 24-hour basis since 1932 and this major 
work constitutes not only betterments but necessary major repairs to maintain 
the plant in operation. 

A map is appended indicating the location of existing principal facilities of 
the Division of Sanitation. Also appended is a recapitulation schedule of the 
proposed Capital improvement program for the Division of Sanitation on a 
project basis; and a program based on expenditures scheduled over the 10-year 
period fiscal year 1955 through fiscal year 1964. 


Recapitulation of proposed Capital improvements 
Division of Sanitation 


Project No. 1—Incinerators Nos. 3 and 4: 
Bholmerater Mew sBin oceigo i bo. eeu date a le $2, 200, 000 
For engineering and construction of a brick and concrete 
high-temperature rubbish incinerator of 500-ton daily capa- 
city, complete with stacks, furnaces, cranes, compressors, 
seales, and other necessary equipment and appurtenances. 
Note.—Appropriation previously made available $130,000. 
Included in fiscal year 1953 budget $300,000. Balance re- 
quired for completion $1,770,000. (This building will also 
provide sorely needed storage facilities for sand and chemi- 
cals utilized for snow and ice control.) 
Incinerator No. 4--+-- PARI bs sl ibis Wve ULE BULKOAS wt. 2, 500, 000 
For engineering and construction of a brick and concrete 
high-temperature rubbish incinerator of 500-ton daily capac- 
ity of similar design specified for incinerator No. 3. 
Project No. 2—Street-cleaning headquarters_..._.......-_.-----.-. 110, 000 
For engineering and construction of 8 brick buildings of 
approximately 600 square feet floor area each, including 
storage area for whitewing carts and cans, locker space, 
iighting, heating and sanitary facilities to serve 18 em- 
ployees. This item contemplates site acquisition for 4 
buildings. 
Project No. 83—Addition to northwest garage___............------- 590, 000 
For engineering, site acquisition, and construction of a 
reinforced concrete building complete with heating, lighting, 
gas pumps, greasing equipment, ramps, washing equipment, 
compressors, and necessary tool equipment for minor mainte- 
nance; including storage area for housing of automotive 
equipment, and squad rooms and main headquarters for the 
Street Cleaning and Ash Collection Branches of the Division. 
Project No. 4—Transfer Station No. 2..--.-~------.-.--.2-uu- 200, 000 
For engineering and construction of a building, including 
platforms, ramps, scales, driveways, ete., for transfer of 
refuse from collection units to large tractor-trailers. If 
this project can be incorporated with incinerator No. 4, 
considerable savings are possible. 
Project No. 5—Remodeling Georgetown incinerator__.._...-...-~- 80, 000 
For the replacement of furnace grates, furnace walls, 
charging openings, major stack repairs, etc. 


SEED isaseviesenigedbidiinsetipnendimeinennaciniaiaditatabpabaentiasaabtabebediainabintiiigititnaseniaaiiinideipien 5, 680, 000 
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| Fiscal year 
List of projects Total | a . eae 
|} 1957 | 1958 | 1959 1960 «| «1963 1964 
mpage | 
| 


New incinerator No. 4...- $2, 500, 000 | $100,000 | $200,000 | $1,200,000 | $1,000, 000 | 





New transfer station No. 2. __| 200,000 | 10,000 | 190, 000 
Street<leaning toolhouses 110, 000 | | 110,000 | 
Rehabilitation of George- | | 

town incinerator 80, 000 | st $80, 000 | : 
Addition northwest garage 590, 0CO | I. $590, 000 


TO adh sdnsacudey | 3, 480, 000 | 110,000 | 500,000 | 1, 200,000 1, 000, 000 | 80, “000 | 590, 000 
| | 


Department of Sanitary Engineering, operating expenses for proposed public 
works program, Division of Sanitation 


1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 
Incinerator No. 4:! 
Personal services--.- 100, 800 205, 600 209, 600 213, 600 217, 600 221, 600 
Other objects 25, 200 50, 400 50, 400 50, 400 50, 400 50, 400 
Equipment 25, 000 
Transfer station No. 2: 
Personal services._- 4 30, 000 30, 600 31, 200 +1, 800 2, 400 32, 800 
Other objects_ _. ‘ 35, 000 35, 000 | 35, 000 35, 000 35, 000 35, 000 
Equipment eEiy | 70,000 ; 
Northwest garage | 
Personal services 10, 300 
Other objects 10, 600 


Rehabilitation, Georgetown incinerator ? 
Street cleaning toolhouse ?_ 


Half year operation fer 1960. 
2 No additional operating charges. 


Mr. XanTEN. We really have a very small part in this overall pro- 
gram, from the standpoint of money. 

But, from the standpoint of the vital need of these projects, I 
think it can be amply demonstrated that we need them. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Has your proposal been 
cleared and approved by the District of Columbia Commissioners? 

Mr. Xanven. It has We must keep pace with the absolute require- 
ment for day-by-day collection, and disposal of the solid wastes of this 
community. 

Failure to provide proper facilities for the daily disposal of these 
enormous quantities of the solid wastes of a large community can, as 
recently stated in Life magazine regarding the city of New York, 

, cause a community to literally smother in its own wastes. Disposal 

4 must be geared to sure-fire daily handling of the current production. 

All related problems in dealing with this situation become more com- 

plex as the community increases in development and population to 

the point now reached in the District of ¢ olumbi a. 

j We have now reached the point where we are handling nearly 155 
million cubic feet of refuse; that is 1,233,000 tons, and it would 
amount to a cubic foot of refuse 30,000 miles long, which, needless to 

say, would go completely around the earth and then some. 

Representative Tarte. What do you do with it after you have 
picked it up ? 

7 Mr. Xanren. It is our problem to reduce the volume to the point 

where we can find places to put it on low areas. We are defending 

an item for another incinerator. 


oi 
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We built in 1933 and started operating two small incinerators for 
the District of Columbia, and we passed their capacity back in 1940, 
We are now increasing the volume of refuse. This is rubbish alone, 
4.5 million cubic yards of rubbish. We have now under construction 
1 additional 500-ton plant. 

This program provides for 1 additional 500-ton plant. We are 
still going to have to maintain open burning in the District of Colum- 
bia for that rubbish. We are not planning to keep up with the program 
for complete incineration in incinerator plants, and the reason for that 
is the expense involved. It costs about eight times more to run it 
through incinerators than it does for outside burning. But we can 
only burn so much at any one given time. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is your collection 1 day a 
week or twice a week ¢ 

Mr. Xanten. It varies. In the hotels it is daily. Garbage is 
separated in the District of Columbia. We collect it twice a week 
from private homes, but more frequently from other places. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. What do you do with the gar 
bage ¢ 

Mr. XanTen. It is disposed of in numerous ways. Most of it is 
given to farmers for pig feed in Virginia. We are grinding some, 
and burning some, and handling it in three different manners, but it 
costs us practically nothing to handle it through the distribution to 
the farmers for feed to the pigs. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. How about Cherry Hill? 

Mr. XANTEN. That wasa rendering plant. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. You do not use it any more? 

Mr. Xanten. No, it proved to be totally uneconomical. It costs 
too much money to run. 

With regard to our need for a transfer station, that will finish my 
defense for the incinerator. The refuse transfer station is needed, 
because regardless of what we do with the terrific volume of refuse, 
we can only reduce it so much, and by composting leaves and removing 
springs from baby carriages, or salvaging the metal generally from 
the residue and also the use of ashes and cinders for various purposes 
by private and public agencies, we still have a considerable amount of 
residue. We must have enough room to get rid of at least 1 million 
cubic yards of material. 

In order to do that we must stop from having to send our trucks, 
that is the collection units, and the residue disposal unit trucks so far 
because we are running out of dumps in the District of Columbia. 

Representative Smirxa of Virginia. You also have your disposal of 
refuse from the incinerators ? 

Mr. Xanten. Yes, sir; we get a 90-percent reduction in volume. 
We are rapidly running out of land fills. 

This map over here shows the District of Columbia with no land 
fills left in the District. 

Maryland and Virginia do not want our refuse. Our problem is to 
find new places, and if we send it to Maryland or Virginia it must be 
in an innocuous state. We must have either burned it or placed it in 
a position where it is not raw. 

The transfer of refuse takes place from one point out here on the 
map so that the trucks come into the station oa. load it onto trailers, 
aid the trailer goes down to Oxon Run Bay, and we simply send the 







































































































































































PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 203 


trailers to the field and we want to proceed with that same arrange- 
ment in the Northwest section right next to the new incinerator. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I understand you do not ask 
for any appropriation for 1955.and 1956; is that correct ? 

Mr. Xanten. That is right, because we are even now constructing 
that incinerator outside of this program. We have got one incinerator 
under construction. 

We also have two other small items under this program. One is a 
headquarters for our streetcleaners. One of the requirements of any 
large municipal street-cleaning agency is to provide strategically lo- 
cated buildings as headquarters.for the whitewing personnel operating 
in the various sections of the city. These buildings are used to house 
the whitewing carriers and cans, pushearts, brooms, shovels, and so 
forth, required for the operation. They should be located as strate- 
gically and inconspicuously as possible in order to hold to an absolute 
minimum any deadheading to ‘and from the individually assigned 
street-cleaning routes, and serve as a storage point for such accumula- 
tions of sweepings as must be carried over from 1 day to the next pend- 
ing removal by truck. 

The District now operates some 22 buildings, all of which are either 
leased garages or temporary structures that in general do not pro- 
vide heat, light, or sanitary facilities for the personnel. We are ask- 
ing for eight of these buildings on this permanent and modern basis 
as the first step in an overall program to correct the present unfor- 
tunate position of depending upon leased, temporary and inadequate 
buildings. 

Now, this photograph over here is a shed of the District-owned 
property which is used as the headquarters for 30 or 50 whitewings. 
This is a leased garage. 

Attention is invited to the desirability of providing such quarters 
in the proposed west wing of the new Muncipal Center Building, to 
replace the existing street-cleaning headquarters in the May Build- 
ing. This particular location is now the main headquarters for the 
important downtown whitewing section. 

This garage is very uneconomically operated. We can very greatly 
improve that situation and save money in the long run if we can 
add to this garage a ramp out to Ninth Street and additional facilities 
to get our trucks in and out. This program has an item for the reha- 
bilitation of the first incinerator I showed you with respect to the 
furnaces. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think on the whole your 
end of the program is generally very well carried out in the District 
of Columbia. I think you are to be complemented with respect to 
the street cleaning and disposal of garbage and wastes. 

I think it is unusually mo handled, and you are to be complimented 
on it. 

Mr. Xanren. I am very grateful for that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We do not want it to get any 
worse, but to get better. Thank you, Mr. Xanten. 

Mr. Xanten. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We will now have Mr. Gerard 
Shea, the Director of the Department of Public Welfare program. 
You are allotted 15 minutes. 

42387—54——14 
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STATEMENT OF GERARD M. SHEA, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC WELFARE 


Mr. Snea. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; I will hope to get through 
in that time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Shea, do you have any 
prepared material? If so, will you provide two copies for the record ? 

Mr. Suea. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(Statement of Mr. Shea is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GERARD M. SHEA, Director, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARI 


The proposed public works program of the District of Columbia includes 
$9,675,000 for the Department of Public Welfare. Authorization has already 
been approved to begin construction of the Industrial Home School for Colored 
Children, the remaining costs for fiscal years 1955, 1956, and 1957, to be $3,785,000 
which includes $400,000 for staff housing on the Children’s Center reservation. 

The construction of the Industrial Home School for Colored Children at the 
Children’s Center is in accordance with the planned program of the Children’s 
Center which includes the District Training School for the Feebleminded, in 
operation since 1926, and the Industrial Home School for White Children which 
is practically completed and will be ready for occupancy about April 1, 1954 
This completes the basic units for the relocation of our children’s institutions 
that were to be moved to the Children’s Center. 

The remainder of the $9,675,000 is for the following purposes : 

1. Children’s Center: 
District Training School: Additional cottages and school 


building ._---- = - se F $2, 240, 000 

Utility buildings_ sad tceibecheeks a nck bbc LEAL Ld 450, 000 

2. Receiving Home for Children: Additioms__..........-_________ 550, 000 
3. Home for Aged and Infirm: Replacement of dormitory buildings_. 2, 650, 000 


INDUSTRIAL HOME SCHOOL FOR COLORED CHILDREN 


This is a picture of the cottage designed for the Industrial Home School for 
Colored Children to be located at the Children’s Center, Laurel, Md. The total 
capacity of this institution will be 500. Children will live in cottage units such 
as this. The cottage is divided into 2 separate sections each housing 25 children. 

This next is a picture of the proposed school building which will provide 
both academic and yocational training. Function of the institution is to train 
and rehabilitate these children so that they can return to the community and not 
get into further difficulties with the law. Many of our children are retarded in 
school because of truancy and other reasons. Program therefore includes special 
remedial work in academic subjects and practical vocational training. 

This institution will replace the school now at Blue Plains in Southeast Wash- 
ington. This institution is now badly overcrowded and commitments are con- 
tinuing to increase. Number of admissions for the last 5 fiscal years is as 
follows : 1949, 214; 1950, 238; 1951, 225; 1952, 278; 1953, 404. 

As you will note, commitments have more than doubled in the past 2 years. 
Average monthly commitments so far this fiscal year have been over 50. 

As a result of this increase in commitments we are having to release children 
to the community after 3 or 4 months’ stay in order to make room for new 
commitments. We know that most children need a minimum of 9 months’ train- 
ing before they can safely be returned to the community. As a result many of 
these children again get into difficulty and have to be returned. This is a serious 
and tragic situation and is most certainly contributing to the increase in juvenile 
delinquency here in Washington. 





RECEIVING HOME FOR CHILDREN 





The actual daily population of the Receiving Home for Children from 
its inception has consistently exceeded its designed capacity. The Receiving 
Home was completed in January 1949 with a designed capacity of 43 children— 
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the proposed capacity is 159 children, so constructed as to provide 7 separate 
nnits for the children in residence. 

A study has been made of the total number of admissions during fiscal years 
1950 through 6 months of 1954. It indicates the following: 


Children : 


th dns <ocdinictentniiventatindiinliiiiniataaid 1, 589 1954: 

cae chcinpealh eh hentai ie il NN a cticticiineniennn, es Oe 
cect hacatecanel aie Rinne diane han te Projected 6 months____ 2, 800 
Tai aE cia de 


A study has also been made of the daily average population during fiscal 
1950 through 6 months of 1954. It indicates the following: 


Children: 


IG <i dlls teediahinns Reside esersscekis 51 1954: 

RE dees diss npisds teeter ecevtekn 52 6 months aan 89 
Se <hiientn = faneiiine ‘icehibenineit 53 Projected 6 months___- 92 
RD cxcinitton meigbies atihdmeettee 74 


A study has been also made of the runaways. It indicates the following: 


Percent of 


Ohildren: admissions 
We gre eee 61 4 1953 mi 49 2 
RO ssnttcee  aaies 10 20 1954 (6 months) —__ 25 2 
1952___-- ae 15 1 


I feel that it is significant to note the seriousness of any runaway from 
this institution because they are a threat to the community and the child is ina 
position of becoming involved in further delinquency. I feel it is significant 
to note that the percentage of runaways is considerably less than the national 
average for this type of institution. Nationally it is 5 percent, locally it is 
2 percent. 

The child population figures indicate an increase from 1940 to 1950 in age 
groups 0 to 4years and 5to 17 years as follows: 


| | | 
, | - Percent 
Age group | 1940 1950 saan 
Oil dees osc s ox nninnt ae , | 43. 600 | 78,816 | 81 
Be ee | OE See eae | 105, 552 | 115, 297 | 9 


It is estimated that in 1960 the child population figures will be: To 4 years, 
80,000: 5 to 17 years, 160,000. 
This is a 39 percent increase in age 5 to 17 years. 
It is reasonable to expect a similar percentage increase in number of 
delinquents. 
The proposed expansion will make possible the following positive custodial and 
treatment realities : 
1. It will provide the opportunity for security units as well as security features 
for the total building (although no building is escapeproof). 
2. It will provide the opportunity for remedial academic training and crafts 
as well as the opportunity for close observation and study by court and institu- 
4 tion workers. 
; 3. It will provide the opportunity for separation of children by age, sex, types 
i of behavior, and by nature of offenses. 
4. It will provide the opportunity for this experience to have as many positive 
elements as conceivable in this type of setting. 
: The Department is requesting $550,000 for the expanded Receiving Home for 
q Children facility. 
DISTRICT TRAINING SCHOOL 


The District Training School is located on a 964-acre tract of land located 
adjacent to Fort Meade Military Reservation near Laurel, Md. It consists of 
10 dormitory cottages, a central dining room and service building, laundry, and 
central heating facilities. It is so planned to provide central utility facilities 
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In addition, it has a three-story hospital built to serve the entire Children’s 
Center. 

Chart No. 1: It will be seen from this first chart that based on the last avail 
able figures, as indicated by psychiatrists, 2 percent of any urban population is 
mentally retarded. Psychiatrists also indicate that one-tenth of that 2 percent 
figure are in need of institutional care. In the District of Columbia, with a 
population of $25,000, there is an estimate of 16,000 feebleminded; 14,400 can 
get along outside of any institution; 1,600 need institutional care. Approxi 
mately 800 are now in institutions and 800 more should be receiving this care 
The proposed expansion of the District Training School would bring the capacity 
up to approximately 1,100 so that it would more nearly meet the demands of the 
community. 

Chart No. 2: Shows the mental age and status of the patients in the institutio 
as of June 30, 1953. In the idiot group there are 146 with a mental age under 
3 years. In the imbecile group there are 377 with a mental age of 3 to 7 years 
and the remaining 185 are in the moron group with a mental age ranging from 
8 to 11 years. Admissions in recent years have been, in general, from the lowe1 
mental levels. Morons, who form one-fourth of all residents, as shown on this 
chart, make up about one-third of our present admissions. 

This next chart, chart No. 3, gives the chronological age of our residents and 
shows that 4 out of 7 are age 20 years or older but that only 1 out of 10 admis 
sions during last year was age 20 years or older so that we are getting a younger 
population at the District Training School each year. 

During fiscal year 1953, as you see, there were 51 admissions. However, ad 
missions were limited by the capacity, not the demand from the community. 
As a matter of fact, today there are 47 children who have been examined by 
psychiatrists and are awaiting space for admission. In addition, there are 67 
more children awaiting to be examined. These are cases that are officially known 
to the Department. There are many others in the community which are referred 
to us but who become discouraged when they find the long waiting list. Some 
of these cases are extremely emergent and tragic. A fuller report on the 
facilities of the District Training School is included in the supplemental report 
which I am submitting for the record. 


HOME FOR AGED AND INFIRM 


The Home for Aged and Infirm is located in southeast Washington on the 
reservation known as Blue Plains. It consists of a group of dormitory buildings 
conected by wide passageways and is not of fireproof construction. The buildings 
have been made to meet minimum fire regulations through the installation of 
firedoors and a sprinkler system, but they are outmoded and not suited for the 
needs of our present population. Four of the buildings were built in 1907 and 
two in 1918. Extensions were added through WPA projects in the 1930's. 

Chart No. 1: It will be seen from this first chart that one-third of the residents 
are 75 years of age and over and that two-thirds of them are 65 years of age or 
over. This chart also shows that the number of the aged is increasing rapidly 
in the District of Columbia. 

Chart No. 2: This next chart shows that of our present residents at the Home 
for Aged and Infirm, men outnumber women almost 2 to 1, 65 percent against 
35 percent, and the nonwhite outnumber white 3 to 2, 61 percent against 39 
percent. 

The majority of our present residents are housebound. 

On chart No. 3 we see that only 1 out of every 30 residents have no serious 
disability record at the time of admission and that of the housebound, 25 percent 
are chairfast. There are, however, about 46 percent of these residents capable 
of some form of outside activity. 

We see also from chart No. 4 that at the time of admission most of our residents 
were living apart from any relatives. This is significant because it shows that as 
a person becomes older, even though he does not become infirmed to the extent 
that he needs bed care, he does need protective services which must be provided 
through an institution when he has no family to provide them. 

There are 27 privately supported homes for the aged in the District of Columbia. 
They accommodate 1,500 white and 50 nonwhite aged and infirm. The high cost 
of care in these homes, because of standards that must be maintained, is pro- 
hibitive for the person with average financial resources. Therefore, the public 
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stitution has the responsibility for providing this type of care. Many of these 
people do not need bed care but they do need the protection and services that 
an be provided only through 24-hour institutional care. 

Our infirmary facilities are the most modern in the country. It is essential 
that we have equally modern facilities for the housebound resident so that he 
may be given full advantage of the physical and medical programs which present- 
day medical science tells us is essential. 

Institutional care for the aging is a problem of national concern. During the 
1940's the number of persons aged 65 and over living in institutions increased 
at twice the rate of increase among aged persons in the general population. 
As a result, aged persons in institutions rose from 2.46 percent in 1940 to 3.14 
percent in 1950. 

With the new infirmary, which is now completed, and the replacement of the 
present dormitory structures we believe that the District of Columbia will be 
able to adequately meet this increased need. 


REOEIVING HOME FOR CHILDREN 


The Receiving Home for Children was constructed in 1949, and is located at 
1000 Mount Olivet Road NE. on 2% acres. It is a place of detention for chil- 
dren arrested by the police where they are held pending investigation and action 
by the juvenile court. It is also used by the Department of Welfare for its 
wards who become involved in delinqueney. The period of stay at the 
Receiving Home varies from a few hours to several months. 

The staff includes 39 persons broken down in the following fashion: 


1 superintendent 1 teacher 

1 asssitant superintendent 1 stewardess 
1 physician (part-time) 2 cooks 

2 nurses 2 maintenance 
26 counselors 1 clerical 


1 administrative 


I feel that the part a detention home plays in the life of a child can be one 
of the most significant, one of the most constructive, or one of the most damag- 
ing. It is significant because for many children this is their first clash with 
the law; for others it is their first separation from parents and home; for 
others the first frightening experience of fear itself with unlimited uncertainties ; 
for others it is but another occasion to try to defy authority, law and order and 
thus they try to manifest their hostility, or their aggressiveness, or their prow- 
ess either by destructive actions to property or attacks on institutional staff. 

Such an experience can have immediate or long-range positive values. Almost 
irrespective of the type of child-resident in such type institution there is the 
opportunity if there is adequate and properly oriented staff to begin the search 
for the child’s strengths: to recognize his weaknesses and to begin, however 
slowly, the process of treatment and rehabilitation. Irrespective of what the 
future holds for the child by way of juvenile court experience there is the obli- 
gation to render consistent, positive and effective experience. 

There is always the danger of a destructive experience in such a facility. 
Hostility can be aggravated by harsh inconsistent handling; aggressiveness 
can be precipitated by a manifestation of abuse; fears and uncertainties can be 
aggravated by poor staff, inadequate program or no program at all; program 
itself can be completely hampered or stymied by poor physical facilities. 

As we look at the present physical plant the following negative features are 
evident: 

1. When the population is above 80 children it is necessary for mattresses to 
be placed on the floors, in corridors and recreation rooms. Eighty children can 
be housed in a bed only when doubledeckers are used throughout the building 
since the designed capacity is 43 children. 

2. It is possible now to separate the children only into three groups 
and senior boys and girls. With this arrangement it is obvious that children, 
especially the girls, are mingling whose age and patterns of delinquency are wide 
and varied. 

3. At the present time the outdoor play space for boys measures 60 feet by 
70 feet and for girls 40 feet by 50 feet. Both are enclosed with an 8-foot chain- 
link fence. 


junior 
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4. At the present time there is limited indoor play space—necessary 
used particularly during inclement weather and in the evenings. There is 
large recreation room for the senior boys; a combination playroom-cha; 
recreation room for the junior boys and an area designed for office space for 
girls. 

5. The educational program has one staff member—a combination tea 
group worker. Of necessity he concentrates on one group, namely the juniors 
he endeavors to give overall direction to both senior boys and girls. Childr 
are entitled to a school experience even when they are in detention. Withou 
they may lose whatever interest they had in training. 

6. Many children are admitted in poor physical condition ; they are susceptib 
to colds and infection. Yet there is no physical space to isolate them, in 
infirmary. Seriously ill children will always be hospitalized at the Distri 
Columbia General Hospital. 

7. Admission time is a vital point in this institution’s function. Now it 
not physically possible to separate the new admissions from those already 
residence. Of necessity they must be mingled after showering, physical ch« 
and issuing of new clothing. 

8. The community deserves protection. It is the institution’s responsibi! 
to hold the children for court action. A small percentage require almost con 
plete security. Now this is not possible. 

9. Unfortunately there are some physical features, especially fixtures that a 
potential weapons. There are all too many of these that are in evidence at th 
installation. 

What will the expanded facility do to help alleviate these conditions: 

1. The designed capacity and thus the bed space will be increased from 43 
159 children. It would be an extremely unusual condition that would res 
in a child not having a bed. 

2. The designed expansion would provide a minimum of seven separate un 
thus enabling us to separate the new admissions, the sick, and all the children 
residence by age, sex, behavior patterns, and nature of offenses. 

3. The outdoor play space would be increased from 2 to 4+ areas surround 
by a 12-foot brick wall and completely paved. This would also prevent 
interference of intruders and reduce even further the potential of escapes 

4. It would provide space for three classrooms for academic work, one fo 
practical arts and one for home economics. (This would replace the improvise 
space now being used as a classroom. ) 

5. Security units and security features will be provided throughout th: 
building. 

6. Indoor play space will be increased and augmented by a place for cong 
gate activities. This would be physical space for a minimum size gymnasiur 
and a chapel area. 

7. Emphasis would be placed on the installation of fixtures and equipme: 
that would reduce to a minimum the possibility of these fixtures being used as 
weapons to harm life or property. 

8. The expanded facility would provide the opportunity for programing withi 
a framework of custody. 

Attachments : 

(a) A Study of Population by Sex and Race. 

(b) A Study of Monthly Average Population Trends. 
(c) A Study of Absconders Rates. 

(d) A Study of V. D. in Population. 

(e) A Tabulation Study of Admissions by Charge. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 


RECEIVING HOME FOR CHILDREN 
POPULATION RATIO BY SEX AND RACE 


FY 1950 
Total Admissions 1549 
Average Deily Population 51 
Daily Per Capita Cost $7.35 


Total Admissions 1775 
Average Daily Population 53 
Daily Per Capita Cost $7.37 


FY 195 
Total Admissions 1585 
Average Daily Population 52 
Daily Per Capita Cost $7.06 


FY 1953 
Totel Admissions 2334 
Average Daily Population 74 
Daily Per Capita Cost $5.67 


Fy 1994 C3 Mon ths) 
Total Admissions 1244 
Average Daily Population 8&9 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 
RECEIVING HOME FOR CHILDREN 


3 0 AL T9SC S0AL 1951 TScaL 10 ; 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 


RECEIVING ROME FOR CHILDREN 
ABSCONDER REPORT 


=>poztR FRaS 
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ae 


FISCAL 1950 FIscaL 1951 FISCAL 1952 SCAL 1953 
AOTAL 61 or 3.06 JOTAL 10 or .% |TOTAL 16 or .9f ta < wr 2 
1549 ADMITTED [OF 1585 ADMITTED [OF 1775 ADMITTED 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNM)NT 
RECEIVING NOME FOR CHILDREX 


INCIDENCE OF SOCIAL DISEASES 


FISCAL YEAR 1950] FISCAL YEAR 1951]7ISCAL YEAR 1952 
179 CASES 1.25% | 76 CASES 0.48% 433 CASES 0.18% 


OF 1549 ADMITTED] OF 1585 ADAITTEDJOF 1775 s#DMITTED 


SYPHILLIS =———— 
GONORRHEA --—— 


FISCAL YEAR 1953 
30 CASES 0.13% 
OP 2334 ADMITTED 


FY 1954 | 
16-0,12% 
1244 ADM 
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nmary of admissiona, by charge, fiscal 1950-58, Receiving Home for Children 





Charge 






Grand total 23 549 
Total by charge ‘ 17 "533 








sult 
Robbery 216 3 7 91 
arceny 


isebreaking 






21 
314 a 9) 216 
$24 








“ex 
Fugitive 








ld for juvenile court - 
told for police investigation _ . 145 6 269 
told for Department of Public Welfare 145 112 144 





fold for others 







Total “holds”’ 









Lodgers : f { 
runk, disorderly, ete. -._- 69 48 59 41 
lraffic_. 9 11 5 3 
Truant 0 3 19 1 
Violation of probation 0 0 5 26 
Beyond control 10 46 39 28 
Miscellaneous violations 50 21 39 56 

15 26 24 16 





Return from hospital, total 








These data are taken from the Order of Detention which shows charge placed bythe authority 
They are not charges as adjudged by the court. 









NOTE 
rdering detention. 












TRAINING SCHOOL 





DISTRICT 






The District Training School provides care and training to individuals of all 
ages whose mental ability is so limited that they cannot care for themselves 

r be cared for by their families in the community. Commitment is through 
he United States district court upon certification by two psychiatrists. 

For a variety of causes, not all of which are known to medical science, it is 
estimated that approximately 2 percent of the population are born with mental 
capacity limited to the extent that they will not develop to the normal adult 
evel. It is further estimated that approximately one-tenth of this 2 percent 
require institutional care. The range of mental deficiency extends from the 
idiot who never develops mentally beyond infancy to the adult who does not 
develop beyond the level of an 11- or 12-year-old child. Mental deticiency is often 
complieated by other conditions. Physical deformities and weaknesses are often 
present. The inability of these handicapped individuals to get along with other 
people, in their families, in the schools and the other activities of a normal 
person often leads to mental conditions and abnormalities which make the 

















individual dangerous to themselves, other members of the family and the 
community. 
The idiot requires complete care. He cannot feed himself, he cannot sit 





alone, he has no control over bodily functions and may remain a bed patient 
all of his life. He requires institutional, custodial and nursing care. 

The low-grade defective’s intelligence is less than that of a 3-vear-old child, 
He does not know enough to avoid known dangers, cannot distinguish between 
what is edible and unedible, has no toilet habits unless trained, cannot manage 
his clothing properly, utters only a few words and may be excitable and over- 
active. This group, in a sheltered environment, may be trained to care for 
themselves to some extent and through careful understanding and guidance 
cab be helped so that complicating behavior problems may be avoided. 

The higher-grade defective may develop to the level of an 11- or 12-year-old 
child. By specifically designed academic and vocational instruction their in- 
dividual potentialities can be developed so that they eventually may live in 
the community and under favorable conditions become at least partially self 
snfficient. However, this group unless it receives this special training and 
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guidance early in life cannot get along in normal society and often becomes a 
liability because of economic dependency and criminal activities, 
Extent of the problem 

Applying the estimates set forth above to the District of Columbia, we fin 
that the present population is approximately 825,000 persons; 2 percent of that 
figure would be 16,000 mentally retarded individuals and one-tenth of that 
16,000, or 1,600, need institutional training and custodial care. The present 
capacity of the District Training School is 700, or less than half of the esti 
mated requirement. An added factor is that certain children in most all cate 
gories of mental deficiency are living longer. Psychiatrists tell us that in some 
instances the life span has increased nearly 100 percent due to good medical 
and constantly improving institutional, custodial care and training. This is a 
healthy and encouraging sign and may lead to more intensive research into 
the whole field of mental deficiency. It does, however, mean longer life and 
need for increased physical facilities. 

There are no private institutions in the District of Columbia or nearby areas 
to care for the mentally deficient. The only facility available, regardless of 
the economic resources of the family, is the public institution. Parents and 
families are willing and do pay in accordance with their ability toward the 
cost of care at this institution. However, present facilities Cannot now accommo- 
date even the most urgent cases. As of January 21, 1954, there were 47 children 
certified by the psychiatrists awaiting space in a court hearing to be admitted 
In addition there are 67 children awaiting certification to be placed on the 
waiting list. The following is a summary of some of the typical cases awaiting 
admission: 

(1) There is the case of the 22-year-old girl who is a complete idiot and has 
been cared for by her family up until the present time. The father has now died 
and the mother is under medical treatment because of the strain of trying to 
care for this girl. An older brother recently offered the mother and this girl 
a home with his family but found that she had such a serious effect on his own 
children that some other provision had to be made. This girl spends hours alone 
singing and talking to herself. She appears depressed but when spoken to has 
explosions of hostile behavior. 

(2) There is also the case of the 9-year-old boy who is also a complete idiot. 
He is a hyperactive and has a history of convulsions. He yells and screams 
and runs about the room grabbing and throwing things so that he has to be 
isolated. When he is restrained he kicks, screems, and bites. He is beyond the 
physical control of the grandfather, who is 70, who must continue to care for 
him as the mother has to work and is sole support of the family. The father 
deserted many years ago. When this child was examined physically it took 
three adults to restrain him during the examination. 

(3) Another case is that of the 16-year-old boy first certified in July 1944, but 
contact with the family was lost sometime later when the family became dis 
couraged because he was not placed at the institution. The child was again seen 
in our clinic in February 1953. The District of Columbia General Hospital 
states that this child has been diagnosed as the most severely retarded child that 
has been seen in their clinic. He is a great problem for the family, and especially 
now since the 1-year-old brother seems to be very retarded in physical and 
mental growth. This boy shows no speech, is spastic, he cannot walk but can 
sit up in bed. He makes clucking, sucking sounds with his tongue, he bangs his 
head with his fist. There is no locomotion and he eats only soft foods. He can 
drink from a glass but it is pretty hard to do. He is not toilet trained—wears 
diapers. There are bed sores and callous on the knuckles of his hands. There 
are four younger siblings. This child is too heavy for the mother to carry 
around and she has just about given out physically. 

These are cases officially recorded by the Department. Many more cases come 
to our attention through the schools, local psychiatrists and other sources, but 
they become discouraged because of long waiting lists. 


Present facilities 

The District Training School is located 25 miles from Washington adjacent 
to the Fort Meade Military Reservation. It is situated on 964 acres of land 
purchased by the District of Columbia at a cost of $95,482. In 1925 the first 
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three dormitories were completed. Two more dormitories were added in 1928: a 
central kitchen, dining room and service building were added in 1931; an in- 
firmary ward building in 1932 and 2 more dormitory buildings in 1949. This 
nstitution is planned to form the nucleus of the children’s center. With this in 
mind a three-story central hospital building was completed in 1947. Since the 
original opening, laundry services have been replaced by facilities sufficient to 
take care of the entire children’s center population. Utilities have béen expanded 
to take care of all of the proposed units of the children’s center except the in- 
stitution for Negro boys and girls which will be located across the river. There 
has been no expansion in living space since 1945 except that it has been pdssible, 
up until now, to use one floor of the hospital for wards. However, since within 
18 months the 2 new children’s institutions will be completed, this space: will 
he needed for a central hospital to meet the needs of the total center. The build- 
ing capacity without the hospital is approximately 600. The average daily popu- 
lation for fiscal year 1953 was 673. 

Present program 

The present population is 700; 146 are idiots with a mental age of 3 years; 377 
are imbeciles with a mental age from 3 to 7 years, and 185 are morons with a 
mental age of 8 to 11 years. Participation in household duties and maintenance 
work, recreational activities, vocational and academic training is provided to 
the best of our ability for those that can benefit by it. Approximately 300 
children are in nursery and sense training classes. These children range in 
chronological age from 3 to 14 years, in mental age from less than 1 year to 4 
vears. About 20 children ranging in chronological age from 6 to 14 years are in 
kindergarten classes, they range in IQ from 27 to 67. Approximately 60 addi- 
tional children are in special academic classes where the age range is from 11 to 
17 years with IQ’s ranging from 40 to 65. Older children receive special! training 
in occupational therapy and limited vocational placements. 

The chronological age of the residents ranges from the infant of 9 months to 
74 years. There are 220 children 14 years of age and under. There are 248 
children between the ages of 15 and 29 years. There are 113 residents 40 years 
of age and over. 

A 187-acre farm is operated. This includes a dairy herd, swine herd, and 
27 acres in produce. The farm program provides excellent training for the 
physically able high-grade resident. 

Twenty-four-hour medical service is provided through physicians and trained 
nurses. The staff also includes a full-time psychologist, psychiatrist, and dentist. 
A social work staff works with the children and their families and is able to 
place many of the more trainable children back in the community‘under super- 
vision. In fiscal year 1953, 38 such children were paroled to the community 
under supervision. 


Present needs 

Two infirmary-type cottages are needed immediately to take care of the emer- 
gency cases on the waiting list for admission. Additional cottages are required 
to house the infants now quartered in the hospital building. Additional cottages 
are also urgently needed to meet the growing needs of the community. Included 
is at least one cottage to provide special security for the older, more aggressive 
mental defective who is dangerous to the rest of the population and the 
community. 

At present there is no school building or training center. Classes are held 
in the basement of the various cottages. There is no gymnasium or central 
assembly hall. Many of these children respond to group recreational activities, 
such as dramatics, music, dancing, and sports. Special vocational shops and 
classrooms are required for academic subjects, domestic science, and occupa- 
tional therapy, particularly for the high-grade trainable defective. 

The six cottages requested will bring up the capacity of the institution so that 
we will more nearly meet the current demands of the community and will enable 
us to provide a program in keeping with the latest medical knowledge. 
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PATIENTS D! RESIDENCE JUNE 30, 1953 


HOME FOR THE AGED AND INFIRM 


The Home for Aged and Infirm is located in southeast Washington on the 
reservation known as Blue Plains. It is nearly 50 years old and it is not of fire- 
resistant construction. It consists of a group of ward buildings all connected 
by wide passageways which are utilized also as sun parlors. Most of the build- 
ings are of two-story construction and have been remodeled to include fire doors 
and partitions, exit lights and a sprinkler system throughout, thus meeting the 
minimum fire regulations. Because of the increasing number of the helpless 
type of person now being admitted they must be housed on the first-floor level. 
There are no elevators in the two-story buildings and such residents are unable 
to get up and down stairs. Four of the buildings were constructed in 1907 
and two in 1918. Extensions were added through WPA projects in the 1930's. 

There has just been completed at this institution a modern 344-bed infirmary, 
which includes a central kitchen and utilities sufficient in size to provide services 
for the entire institution. 


Nature of problem 


Present facilities are old and outmoded. They were built at the time alms- 
house or poorhouse type of service was all that was required. Today, through 
social security and other programs, the physically able can now be cared for 
in the community. Those requiring institutional care are the housebound who 
because of physical or mental limitations are unable to care for themselves and 
have no relatives or friends able to care for them. They do not need bed care 
but they do need the protection and services that can be provided only through 
24-hour institutional care. 

Along with special programs to provide for the economic needs of the aging 
has come increased knowledge concerning the diseases of the aging so that more 
people are living longer. The 1950 census in the District of Columbia showed 
an increase of 37.9 percent of persons 65 and over as well as a 31.4 percent 
increase of persons 55 to 64. Projected into 1960, an additional 30 percent 
increase is indicated for this age group. It is, therefore, evident that in addi- 
tion to the 344 infirmary beds we will continue to need living facilities for the 
housebound, aging person suffering from minor physical or mental incapacities. 
Because of increased special programs and advances in medical science, we 
believe that the present capacity of approximately 400 is all that will be required 
in spite of the growing aging population. The infirmary, which will be opened 
next month, is modern in every respect and equal to any in the country. The 
remainder of the facilities should be replaced so that the noninfirmary resident 
can be provided for to the same extent that we can now provide for the infirmed. 

A complete study of the aging population in the District of Columbia has been 
made and is attached to this report. 
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AT TIME OF ADMISSION FOUR OUT OF FIVE PATIENTS 
WERE LIVING APART FROM ANY RELATIVE; 
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OTHER INSTITUTIONS, 
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CHILDREN’S CENTER 





The overall plan of the Welfare Department is to locate its children’s instity 
tions on the reservation at Laurel, Md., on the site now occupied by the District 
Training School. The institution for white children now located on Wisconsin 
Avenue will be relocated at the Children’s Center in about 2 months. The In 
dustrial Home School for Colored Children now located on the Blue Plains 
Reservation in southeast Washington will form the third unit of this Children’s 
Center. Funds were provided by the Congress last year to start construction 
The funds required in the public-works program are to complete this institutio; 
It will house 500 children—300 boys and 200 girls. 

The present institution is completely inadequate because of its size to care for 
children that are now being received from the court. As pointed out earlier, 
commitments have doubled during the past 2 years. Children are being released 
after as short as 3 months’ time simply to make room for new commitments. In 
an effort to provide more space, we have temporarily utilized the old administra- 
tion building at the Home for the Aged and Infirm and one unused dormitory or 
the second floor. This adds to the capacity to the extent of about 15 girls and 25 
boys. This is still greatly under our immediate need. 

These children, for whom we need this institution, are committed to us for a 
variety of reasons. The charges range from truancy to housebreaking and other 
serious offenses. The age range is from 9 to 18 years. Most of the children ar: 
underprivileged and have had a minimum of home training. To care for these 
children, and to handle the various problems that they present, it is essential that 
we not only have adequate space but space designed for the special program they 
require. Separate housing units must be provided for the younger, less sophist 
cated child. The old child, presently a more serious custodial problem, needs a 
more restrictive program. Children must be trained in all aspects of living 
They need to learn how to work, they need to learn how to get along with other 
people, and they need to participate in constructive recreational activities. 

The proposed institution, if completed, will enable us to provide an active, con- 
structive program which will enable us to return these children to the community 
with some guaranty that they will no longer get into further difficulties. Unless 
we can separate these children in acordance with their age and needs, and pro- 
vide them with a full active program, there is real danger that they will return to 
the community and become involved in further difficulties. 




















OLp-AGE ASSISTANCE IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Division of Research and Statistics, 
Department of Public Welfare, 
Washington, D. C., 
December 1953 


FOREWORD 


This is a tentative draft of a report of a study of Old-Age Assistance in the 
District of Columbia. 

It has been prepared for review and editing prior to its publication. For this 
purpose, copies are being submitted to the members of the Advisory Council and 
staff of the Department of Public Welfare and to others whose counsel is sought 

Publication is planned in two forms: one to include the detailed tables and 
appendix material for those who wish to study the basic data, the other to 
simplify and summarize the findings for wider distribution. 


PRELIMINARY DRAFT 


Old-age assistance’ grants were paid in February 1953 to 2,642 District of 
Columbia residents aged 65 and over. This represents 1 out of 21 of the 56,687 
District residents 65 and older counted by the 1950 census (graph 1, table 1). 

In the Nation as a whole, 1 out of 5 of the population over 65 receives OAA, 
and in Louisiana more than half of those over 65 receive OAA. The ratio of 
4.5 percent who receive OAA in the District of Columbia is lower than in any 
State (table 2). These findings suggest that District residents must be remark- 
ably successful or unusually fortunate in making provisions for their old age, 
unless the rest of the Nation is much more generous than the District in the 
provision of OAA. 





1In this report, old-age assistance will be referred to as OAA. 
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Differences among States in provisions of eligibility for OAA are analyzed in 
appendix A. From this analysis it does not appear that the provisions in law 
and regulations which define eligibility for OAA in the District are sufficiently 
limiting when compared to those of other jurisdictions, to account to any ap- 
preciable extent for the relatively small number of District recipients. 


Age of recipients and duration of assistance 

Few persons need OAA until after they reach their seventies —Of the total 
District of Columbia population aged 65-69, only 2 percent receive. OAA. More 
than half of all recipients are 75 years of age or older (graph 2, table 1). 

Of the 2,642 recipients, 1,700 or two-thirds, had received OAA for less than 
5 years (graph 3, table 3). 

The low recipient rates for the younger ages, and the relatively short periods 
of time for which most recipients have been aided, tend to show that District 
residents do not flock to OAA upon reaching 65 years of age. 

Distribution by color and ser 

ged white persons in the District of Columbia have less need for public 
assistance than aged nonwhite—Of the 2,642 recipients of OAA 1,032 or 39 per- 
cent were white, and 1,610 or 61 percent were Negro. There were no OAA re- 
cipients of any other race. Of the District population aged 65 and over, the 
1950 census enumerated 77 percent as white and 23 percent as nonwhite. Of the 
nonwhite, all but 105 persons were Negro (graph 4, table 2). 

Of all District white men over 65, only 1 in 44 (or 2.3 percent) received OAA; 
of white women, 1 in 42 (or 2.4 percent); of nonwhite men, 1 in 11 (or 9.4 
percent) ; and of nonwhite women, 1 in 7 (or 15 percent). Even the highest 
of these ratios for the District is lower than the nationwide average. Of all 
persons 65 in the United States as a whole, 1 in 5 (or 20 percent) receive OAA 
(graph 5, tables 1 and 2). 

In an effort to understand the meaning of these differences, data are included 
in this report relating to occupation and income of the total District population 
by sex and color; and to living arrangements both of OAA recipients and of all 
District residents. 

Living arrangements 

Aged persons who live as a member of a family group receive OAA less often 
than do those who are separated from their families —While 35 percent of all 
District residents share living arr: ingements with the spouse, this is true of only 
10 percent of OAA recipients (graph 6, table 4). 

Twenty-nine percent of all District persons over 65 either live alone, or in the 
household of a nonrelative, or in a rooming or boarding house, hotel or institu- 
tion. The other 71 percent either share their own home with spouse, children, 
or friends, or they live in a household of which a son, daughter, or other relative 
is the head. These percentages apply to men and women alike, in’ the District 
of Columbia as a whole. For assistance recipients, the proportions are almost 
reversed, 66 percent of the men, and 60 percent of the women who received OAA 
either live alone, in the household of a nonrelative, or in a rooming or boarding 
house, or institution (graph 7, table 5). 

In the District of Columbia— 


A ratio of— 
6,100 persons aged 65 or over live in their own home’ together with 
spouse and others, of whom 68 receive OAA_____--_-____-_ 1 in 90 
8,890 live in their own home, with spouse only, of whom 168 re- 
I tet reins Rie sneak nmin hb escenario 1 in 53 
12,020 live in their own home without spouse but with others of 
NE TES: CIE OI cnnecintisttinnasnchinteesiiaamemmnmeninasmeimainniiiinsate ats 1 in 44 
9,150 live in the household of a son or daughter, of whom 258 re- 
GARGS COD i kath ihn Ricci ttt tenieesih iinet 1 in 35 
4,535. live in the household of another relative of whom 228 re- 
a iairiinceiiicstrs theta ctinceaniinnigencineiiaeiidisainntcinieaiaial iii 1 in 20 
4,455 live in the household of a nonrelative of whom 454 re- 
itt, etn aictiteiscescepstbieceeienscinn eat tintin titans nate tim 2 a 
4,560 live in their own home, alone, of whom 584 receive OA. A: ey 
3,710 live in a rooming or boarding house or hotel, of whom 468 
receive OAA (tables 5 and 6)------------ thease piapiiccicitins nates lin 8 





4 Recipients were classified as “living in own home” when the recipient, or the recipient 
and spouse, carried primary responsibility for management of the dwelling unit, and when 
the cooking facilities were primarily for his, or their own use. The dwelling unit might 
. an apartment, a light housekeeping room, or a house, and might be owned, rented, or 
ree, 
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ONE OUT OF 21 D. C. PERSONS AGED 65 AND OLDER RECEIVE OAA, 
RB RERRRRRRRERR RARER LRG 
IN THE NATION AS A WHOLE, ONE OUT OF FIVE PERSONS AGED 65 AND 
OVER RECEIVE OAA 
RERR 


GRAPH 1, RECIPIENT RATIOS FOR D. C, AND U. S. 


(See page 1 of the text, also Table la.) 


FEW PERSONS RECEIVE OAA UNTIL AFTER THEY REACH 
THE SEVENTIES 


AQ 2.0% 
AY NY bad 
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os « over NL 28 


GRAPH 2, PERCENT OF POPULATION RECEIVING OAA BY AGE GROUP 


(See. page 1 of the text; also Table 1b.) 
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DUR/.TION OF ASSISTANCE 


of the text; also Tab] 


ORITY OF OAA RECIPINNTS BUT A MINORITY 
3 5 R 65 


77% White 


61% Nonwhite 


OKA RECIPIENTS 


GRAPH 4, PERSONS AGED 65 AND OVER 


(See page 1 of text; also Table 2.) 
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OF ALL D, C, PERSONS AGED 65 AND OVER 








One out of 44 white men received OAA 
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One out of 42 white women received OAA 
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One out of eleven nonwhite men received OAA 
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One out of 7 nonwhite women received OsA 
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In the Nation as a whole, One out of 5 persons 65 and over received OAA 
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GRAPH 5. RECIPIPNT RATIOS BY SEX AND COLOR 
] (See page 1 of the text; also Tables 1 & 2.) 






QF OAA RECIPIENTS OF ALL D. C, PERSONS OVER 65 


10% Live with Spouse Present 34% Live with Spouse Present 





LIVING ARRANGALENT; PRESENCE OF SPOUSE 
See e 2 of the text:‘also Table 
Living arrangement by color 

A larger proportion of white recipients of OAA live apart from relatives than 
of nonwhite.—Over half (56 percent) of the white men receiving OAA live in 
rooming or boarding houses or institutions, compared with 28 percent of the 
white women, 20 percent of the nonwhite men, and 10 percent of the nonwhite 
women (graph 8). 

Those living apart from any relative include those in own home alone, those 
in the home of a nonrelative, and those in rooming or boarding houses or in- 
stitutions. They include 78 percent of the white men recipients, 72 percent of 
the white women, 60 percent of the nonwhite women, and 59 percent of the non- 
white men (graphs 9 and 10). 

It will be noticed that those living in their own home alone, are much more 
likely to need aid than those living in their own home’ with spouse, relatives 
or others. 


GRAPH 6, 
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OF WHITE MEN RECIPIENTS 78% LIVE OF WHITE WOMEN RECIPIENTS 72% ‘LIVE 
APART FROM ANY RELATIVE APART FROM ANY RELATIVE 


OF NONWHITE MEN RECIPIENTS 59% OF NONWHITE WOMEN RECIPIENTS 60% 
LIVE APART FROM ANY RELATIVE LIVE APART FROM ANY RELATIVE 


In Own Home with Reletives or in Home of a Son, Daughter, 


or Other Relative... 


In Own Home Alone or with Nonrelative only; in the Home 
of a Nonrelative; or in a Rooming or Boarding House 


or Institution 


GRAPH 9. LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF OAA RECIPIENTS BY SEX AND COLOR 


(See page 2 of text; also Table 5.) 
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Census reports do not subdivide the figures for persons living in own home, by 
color. Therefore ratios of recipients to total population by color must lump 
together all those living in their own homes. 

In the total population more of the men (63 percent) live in their own homes 
than of the women (51 percent) and more of the white (58 percent) than of 
the nonwhite (48 percent). Conversely, many more of the women (31 percent) 
than of the men (13 percent) live in the homes of relatives, and more of the 
nonwhite (27 percent) than of the white (23 percent). Living apart from home 
or relatives were 24 percent of the men, and 18 percent of the women; and 26 
percent of the nonwhite and 19 percent of the white (graph 11, table 6). 

Living in their own homes are: The ratio is— 
11,110 white men, of whom 126 received OAA____-___________- ee i 
14.575 white women, of whom 256 received OAA_____-_____-_- 1 in 57 
3,030 nonwhite men, of whom 228 received OAA 1 in 13 
8,155 nonwhite women, of whom 484 received OAA_____-_-___-_-__ lin7 

Living in the home of a son, daughter or other relative: 

2,110 white men, of whom 24 received OAA__---___---__-___--____ 1 in 88 
8,155 white women, of whom 120 received OAA____--________-____ 1 in 68 
760 nonwhite men, of whom 84 received OAA__----__--_.___-__-_--_-._ 1 in 9 
2.660 nonwhite women, of whom 258 received OAA_______-_____- _1in 10 

Living in a nonrelative’s home, or in a rooming or boardinghouse or 

hotel are: 

2.490 white men, of whom 216 reeeived OAA in 12 
3,165 white women, of whom 188 received OAA________-___-- 1in 17 
1,150 nonwhite men, of whom 194 received OAA___------__-----_ 1 in 6 
1,366 nonwhite women, of whom 324 received OAA___---___-_______- 1in4 

OAA is evidently rarely granted, and presumably rarely needed by those aging 
white persons in the Disrtict of Columbia who live in their own home or who 
share living arrangements with children or other relatives.—This is particularly 
true of white men. At the same time, 4 out of 5 District of Columbia white per- 
sons aged 65 or over have these living arrangements. These two factors in 
combination help to explain the small proportion of white persons who receive 
OAA, 


Physical and mental condition 

Half of the more helpless recipients live arith relatives —Of the 2,642 recip- 
ients, 486 or 18 percent were either bedridden or required considerable care from 
another person. This number includes 100 in nursing homes or in private 
institutions; 242 living with relatives; and 144 in other living arrangements 
(graph 12, table 7A). 

Those bedridden or needing considerable care represented 15 percent of all 
men recipients and 20 percent of all women recipients (graph 13, table 7B). 

There were 82 who were bedridden ; not bedridden were 346 who required care 
because of a physical condition; and 58 who required care because of a mental 
condition. 


Housing 


Housing of OAA recipients is less crowded than the average for the District of 
Columbia as a whole.—Six percent of OAA recipients not in institutions are 
reported to live in households with more than 1 person per room, compared with 
13 percent of all white-oceupied rental units in the District, and 33 percent of 
all non-white-occupied rental units (graph 14, table 8). 

Seventy-eight percent of recipients are sole occupant of their sleeping room ; 
10 percent share it with spouse; and 10 percent with 1 person other than the 
spouse. Two percent share a sleeping room with as many as two other persons 
(graph 15, table 9). 

Only 8 percent of the white recipients are without access to flush toilet and 
bath. Of the nonwhite recipients, 18 percent are without such access. For 
10 percent of the nonwhite there is a flush toilet but no bath, for 4 percent a 
faucet only, and for 4 percent no running water (graph 16, tables 10a and 10b). 


Resources 

OAA recipients own but little property—Property owned by recipients is 
limited almost entirely to clothing and other personal possessions, household 
furniture and small insurance policies, except in the case of 22 recipients who 
own the homes in which they live, or hold equities in them. 
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Applicants for assistance are expected to use up any cash or savings they 
inay have, including proceeds from bonds or other property which may be con- 
verted into cash, before the first grant is paid. Insurance policies when kept 
must be signed over to the Department of Public Welfare if the maturity value 
is over $300, and such action is within the power of the insured. 

A home owned and occupied by an applicant or recipient may be retained as 
long as so occupied, providing a lien is filed against it in favor of the District 
of Columbia, for all assistance which will have been paid to the recipient or 
spouse prior to the death of the surviver or the disposal of the property. The 
budget allowance for maintaining the property may not exceed the maximum 
shelter allowance established by the Department of Public Welfare, unless a 
public notice of indebtedness has been filed with the Recorder of Deeds. 
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Income 

Chief sources of income were OASI and free shelter A substantial majority 
of recipients (1,648 of the 2,642) were completely dependent upon OAA to meet 
their daily needs. Of the 994 with resources, 720 had cash income and 340 
income in kind. Of the above, 66 persons had income both in cash and kind. 

Of the 720 with cash income, 470 received old-age and survivors insurance * 
benefits; of the 340 with income in kind, 290 received shelter without payment. 


2In this report, old-age and survivors insurance will be referred to as OASI. 


HALF OF THE RECIPIENTS WHO ARE BEDRIDDEN OR REQUIRE CONSIDERABLE 
CARE FROM ANOTHER PERSON LIVE WITH SPOUSE, SON,» DAUGHTER OR OTHER 


RELATIVE, Bae 


LIVING ARRANGEMENT 


In Nursing Home or Institution 


Elsewhere 


GRAPH 12. LIVING ARRANGEMENT OF OAA FE 
OR REQUIRE CONSIDERABLE CAF 


(See page 3 of text; also 


15% OF MEN RECIPIENTS AND 20% OF vo 
OR NEED CONSIDERABLE CARI 


GRAPH 13, PERCENTACE OF OAA RECIPIENTS WHO ARE BEDRIDDEN OR 


REQUIRE CONSIDERABLE CARE FROM OTHERS, 


> also Table 
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78% OF OAA RECIPIENTS ARE SOLE OCCUPANTS OF THEIR SLEEPING ROM 


10% 


10% 


more others 2% 


GRAPH 15. PERSONS OCCUPYING SLEEPING ROOM OF OAA RECIPIENT 


se , of text; also Table 9.) 


a ee 


(See pa 


97% OF WHITE RECIPIENTS AND 82% OF NONWHITE RECIPIENTS HAVE USE OF 
FLUSH TOLLET AND BATH 


WHITE RECIPIENTS NONWHITE RECIPIENTS 


97% 82% 


3% 
With use of Flush Toilet and Bath d =. 


Without Use of Flush Toilet and Bath aay 


GRAPH 16, SANITARY FACILITIES OF OAA RECIPIENTS 


(See page 4 of text; also Tables 10a and 10b.) 
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Cash contributions from children were received by 112 recipients, and cas 
earnings by 54 (graph 17, table 11). 


Total number of recipients with resources was___~- 


The number with income in kind only was________- 
The amount of cash income was less than $20 for 

It was from $20 to $29 for_ 
It was from $30 to $39 for 
It was from $40 to $49 for ae 
And it was $50 or more for_____________ 


All regular income whether in cash or in kind, is deducted from the budg« 
needs of the recipient, and the amount of assistance grant is based upon the dif 
ference remaining. During the month of February 1953, for which this stu 
was made, recipients were paid the full amount of this difference. 

Some income was reported for 47 percent of the men and for 33 percent of the 
women; OASI for 33 percent of the men, and 10 percent of the women: earnings 
for 2 percent, both of men and women; contributions from children for 3 pe 
cent of men and 5 percent of women; and in kind (mostly free shelter) for | 
percent of men and 15 percent of women (table 11). 

Thirty-nine percent of white recipients have income, and 37 percent of no 
white; OASI is received by 23 percent of white recipients, and 14 percen 
nonwhite; contributions from children by 5 percent of white and 4 percent o 
nonwhite ; and income in kind by 11 percent of white and 14 percent of nonwhite 

OASI benefits are received by a larger proportion of men than women, and 
white than nonwhite recipients. Conversely income in kind (mostly free shelter 
is given to a higher percentage of women than men, and of nonwhite than whit 

The amounts involved in the requirements, resources, net needs and grant p: 
ments for the month of February of the 2,642 OAA cases studied are estimat 
to total $173,000. 


20can reauitements...._...........4.- 


Shelter without charge and other contributions in kind 

OASI benefits____--~- 

Earnings athe ‘ hii - ; ? 
Contributions from children ; ; : 2 O00 
Grants paid — = er i . 143, 000 


OASI 

Of the 2,642 recipients of OAA, 470 or 18 percent also receive OASI.—These are 
cases in which OASI benefits are insufficient when added to any other person: 
resources to meet the public assistance budget. The OAA grant is based up« 
the difference between the assistance budget and other resources including OASI 
payment. 

At the time of this study, 14,240 District persons aged 65 and over received 
OASI benefits. The 470 of these who received supplementary OAA grants rep 
resents only 3 percent of all OASI beneficiaries. The other 97 percent ot 
those who receive OASI must either have other resources as well, or have bene 
fit payments large enough to meet their needs (graph 18). 

OASI payments are paid only to persons who have qualified through emplo 
ment covered by the Social Security Act. Until recently this act did not includ 
domestic and farm employment in its coverage; and no employment anywher: 
before 1936 served to qualify (graph 19, table 11). 


Other retirement benefits 

Few persons with other retirement income receive OAA.—Approximatel) 
10,000 District residents aged 65 or over receive civil-service retirement. Only 
28 of them receive OAA. In addition many District persons reecive other types 
of retirement income, including military pensions, employer or union benefits and 
private insurance annuities. Few if any persons with such resources receiv: 
public assistance. 


Narnings 

In only 54 OAA cases does the recipient or spouse earn money regularly 
These earnings total about $1,000 a month, or less than $20 per case. Ther 
are, however, 22,000 District of Columbia persons 65 and over who are employed 
Apparently those District of Columbia elders who are able to work at all ar 
able to earn enough to keep them off public assistance. 
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Contributions from family 


Cash contributions from children are received by only 112 re cipients for ai 
average of $15 per nonth per recipient—Much administrative time, thought and 
effort has been spent in attempting to press legally liable relatives for such 
contributions. The results now tabulated seem small in comparison, Taken 
alone, the number and amount of cash contributions suggests that relative 
and particularly sons and daughters, may be failing in filial duty (table 11). 

However, other types of help from family members have been shown to be 
considerable. Findings relating to these types of help are recapitulated here 

Of District of Columbia persons over 65 who live outside institution, 40,700 
either share their own home with relatives or friends, or live in the home of a 

42387—54——16 
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relative; while 13,000 live apart from relatives. Of the first group, only 1 out 
of 40 receives OAA ; of the second group, 1 in 9 receives OAA. 

While those living apart from all relatives comprise 24 percent of the non- 
institutional population, they make up 60 percent of those receiving OAA, 

In all, 696 recipients shared living arrangement with children or other relatives, 
This group, which represents 26 percent of all recipients, includes 206, or 42 
percent, of the 486 recipients who were bedridden or who required considerable 
care. 

Of the 258 cases in which the recipient lived in the home of a son or daughter, 
no payment was made for shelter in 150 cases; and in the 228 cases living with 
other relatives, shelter was unpaid in 78. 

Primarily because shelter was unpaid in these cases, the budget requirement 
was less than $35 in 200 of the cases living with children or other relatives, and 
between $35 and $49 in another hundred (graph 20, table 12). 
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Economic status of all District of Columbia men over 65 

There were 22,600 men aged 65 and over in the District of Columbia as enumer- 
ated by the 1950 census.—Of this number, 1,000 received public assistance. An 
added 2,000 were under care in institutions, almost all of them at public expense 
in whole or in part. There were 8,700 men in the labor force. This leaves 11,000 
men who were neither receiving public aid or care, nor in the labor force, these 
11,000 therefore must have been supported from other private resources. 

In the age group 65-69, over half of the men were in the labor force; at age 
70-74, almost a third; and even among the 75 and over, 1 in 6 were in the labor 
force. 

In comparison the total receiving either institutional care or public assistance 
represents 1 in 12 of those aged 65-69; 1 in 8 of those 70-74; and 1 in 5 of those 
75 and over. 
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Those men out of the labor force but supported from other private resources 
were 4 times as many as those in institutions or on assistance, together in the 
age groups 65-69 and 70-74; and 3 times as many among those 75 and over 
(graph 21, tables 13 and 14). 

Support of aged men from other resources 

In all there were 11,000 men neither in the labor force nor in an institution, 
nor receiving public assistance.—Of these 8,600 were white, and 2,400 nonwhite. 
They represent 50 percent of all District of Columbia white men over 65, and 44 
percent of all nonwhite. 

Retirement income, savings, and help from or support by family members 
represent the major elements of the private resources which make independenc; 
from public support possible for so many of those too old to work. 


Color differences in economic status of men 

Color differences in assistance ratios are obviously related to color differences 
in other areas of economic status.—F¥or this reason data relating to these other 
areas have been sought (graph 22, tables 13 and 14). 


Public assistance for men 

One thousand men aged 65 and over receive public assistance.—This fig 
ure includes the 900 who receive OAA, and another hundred who receive aid to 
the blind, aid to the totally disabled, or general public assistance. 

Four hundred of these men are white, and 600 nonwhite. They represent 
2 percent of all white men over 65, and 11 percent of all nonwhite (graph 22 


Institutional care of men 

Two thousand men aged 65 and over were under care in District of Columbia 
institutions; 700 of them at St. Elizabeths Hospital, 200 at the Home for th: 
Aged and Infirm, 100 in privately endowed homes for the aged, and most of the 
remaining 1,000 at the Soldiers’ Home. 

These 2,000 include 1,600 white and 400 nonwhite men. 

The total, therefore, who receive public or philanthropic aid or institutiona 
eare is 3,000, of whom 2,000 are white and 1,000 nonwhite; or 11 percent of all 
District of Columbia white men over 65, and 18 percent of all nonwhite. 


Men in labor force 

Of the 8.700 men in the labor force, 6,600 were white and 2,100 nonwhite 
Those in the labor force represented 39 percent of all white men over 65, and 
38 percent of all nonwhite men over 65. 

Distribution by occupation of those who were employed showed the largest 
number of the male white workers to, be professional and technical, 22 percent 
craftsmen and feremen, 18 percent and managers, officials and proprietors, 
percent. The largest numbers of the 1,897 nonwhite men were employed as 
service workers, 35 percent; and laborers, 20 percent (graph 23, tables 15a 
and 15b). 


Retirement and investment income of men 

Sufficient data have not been found on the availability of retirement and i: 
vestment income to show how many District of Columbia men over 65 have income 
from these sources sufficient to make financially independent. Such data as a 
available are not classified by color. 

There is information, however, which gives some indication of the extent to 
which the average white person is better off in District of Columbia in thi: 
respect than the average nonwhite man in the District of Columbia. 


Civil-service retirement 

Civil-service retirement is being received by 10,000 District of Columbia persons 
over 65.—Many of them are women, of course. Some are in institutions, and 
some remain in the labor force, having taken private employment. But a sub 
stantial percentage must be among the 11,000 whose resources we are attempting 
to estimate. Whether or not a person receives such retirement income depends 
upon prior employment in Government. How much he receives depends upon 
how long such employment lasted, and how high his grade was. Types of em 
ployment in the District of Columbia in 1940 are offered as illustrative of the 
work history of District of Columbia persons now retired and, therefore, indi 
cative of the color distribution of those now receiving annuities. 
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WHITE MEN HAVE MORE IN PRIVATE RESOURCES THEREFORE NEED LESS IN 
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


IN_IABOR FORCE 


SUPPORTED FROM OTHER 
PRIVATE RESOURCES 


GRAPH 22. ECONGMIC STATUS OF D. C. MEN AGED 65 OR OVER, BY COLOR. 


(See page 7 of text; also Tables 13 and 14,) 


Of the 155,336 white men in the 1940 labor force, 57,467 or more than 1 in 3 
was a Government worker; and of the 56,762 nonwhite men in the labor force 
10,937, or 1 in 5 was a Government worker (graph 24, table 16). 

If these figures are representative of the work history of the District of 
Columbia men who are now receiving civil-service retirement annuities, such 
annuitants represent a substantially higher proportion of white men over 65 
than of nonwhite men of this age. 


Oasi 

Oasi retirement benefits are available only to persons who worked in covered 
employment after 1986.—Many older persons have not been able to qualify for 
this reason. 
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IN 1950, THE PROPORTION OF WHITE MEN WORKERS AGED 65 AND OVER WHO 
IN PROFESSIONAL, RESPONSIBLE, OR SKILLED OCCUPATIONS WAS MUCH HIGHER 
THAN OF NONWHITE. 


Professional, Technical 


= c¢ mei Managers, Officials, Proprie- 
Professional, Technical tors 


Clerical, Sales Workers 


Craftsmen, Foremen 


Managers, Officials, Pro- 
prietors 
| 


Clerical, Sales Workers 


Service Workers 
Craftemen, Foremen 


Operatives 


Service Workers 
Laborers 


GRAPH 23. 1950 OCCUPATION OF D. C. MEN WORKERS AGED 65 AND OVER BY 
COLOR;. PERCENT DISTRIBUTION, 


(See page 8 of text; also Tables 15a and 15b) 
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UNEMPLOYED OR ON PUBLIC 
EMERGENCY WORK 


PRIVATE WiGE AND SALARY WORKERS 


WOO 
O20 


D. C. LABOR FORCE, 1940; BY COLOR. 


(See page 8 of text; also Table 16.) 


OEP) | 
GRAPH 24. EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND CL.SS OF WORKERS OF iLL MEN IN 
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Most men working in the District of Columbia since 1936 have been under 
OASI, unless they were self-employed or under civil service. This would be 
true both for white and nonwhite men. Color differences in OASI as a resource 
for men would be found chiefly in the amount of benefit which is determined by 
employment. In both of these factors the nonwhite worker has been at a 
disadvantage. His occupation, as indicated by graph 25 (tables 17 and 18), 
tends to be lower in pay and in graph 24 to be subject to more interruption in 
employment. Further evidence of this differential is the median 1949 income of 
all white District of Columbia men with income was $3,242 and of all Negro 
District of Columbia men, $2,182. 

The differential in earning power both reduces the amount of any OASI 
benefit and increases the difficulty of building up savings or other resources 
(to supplement low OASI benefits. ) 
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Support of aged men by family 

Various ways in which families help their aged members and relatives have 
been noted.—The extent and kind of help is related to the resources of the 
individual family. The Department of Public Welfare has recognized this 
relationship in its regulations. (See appendix A.) 

Under these regulations, OAA may be granted to an aged applicant who is 
living in the household of a son or daughter unless the income of the family 
is sufficient to meet the needs of the applicant over and above the needs of 
the son or daughter and his or her children. In such a situation, the son or 
daughter and their children may be self-supporting, or they, also, may require 
assistance under another category, such as aid to dependent children. 

When the entire household is in need of assistance the regulations provided a 
maximum income of $2,750 a year for a family of four plus an aged relative. 
On July 1, 1953, this maximum was increased to $3,240 a year. 

When an adult child supports himself and a family the regulations are more 
liberal in caleulating his needs. If his is a family of four, he is expected to 
contribute to the needs of an aged parent only if his income exceeds $4,072 a 
year. 

In 1949 the income was under $2,500 for 17 percent of all white families, and 
for 48 percent of all nonwhite families. On the other hand, income was over 
$4,000 for 59 percent of all white families, and for 33 percent of all nonwhite 
families (graph 26, table 18). 

These facts help explain any white aged persons who share a home with 
relatives so seldom receive OAA. 

Economic status of all District of Columbia women over 65 

There were 34,000 women aged 65 or over in the District of Columbia in 1950 
Of this number 1,800 received public assistance, and another 1,800 were cared 
for in institutions. There were 4,300 in the labor force, and 17,000 who were 
keeping house. The remaining 9,100 women, together with those keeping house, 
were therefore dependent on private resources, such as retirement income, 
savings, and support by family members. 

In the age group 65-69 and 70-74 over half of the women reported their occnu- 
pation as keeping house. Even of those 75 and over, 2 out of 5 so reported. 

In addition to those keeping house 23 percent of those 65—69 were in the labor 
force. After 70, however, less than 1 in 10 remained in the labor force. 

The total receiving public aid, either as institutional care or public assistance, 
represented only 1 out of 18 of those aged €5-69; 1 out of 10 of those 70-74; 
and 1 out of 6 of those 75 and over. 

The women who were keeping house or otherwise supported from private 
resources were 12 times the total of those in institutions or on assistance, together, 
in the 65-69 year group; 8 times as many in the 70-74 year group; and almost 
5 times as many among those 75 and over (graph 27, tables 13 and 14). 
Support of aged women from other resources 

In all, there were 26,100 women neither in the labor force, nor in an institution, 
nor receiving public assistance.—Of these 21,400 were white, and 4,700 nonwhite. 
They represent 81 percent of all white District of Columbia women over 65 and 
65 percent of all nonwhite. 

As with the men, retirement income, savings, and help from and support by 
family members represent the major elements of the private resources which 
make independence from public support possible for those who are too old to 
work, or who are needed at home as housekeepers. 


Color differences in economic status of women 

Color differences in assistance ratios are related to color differences in other 
areas of economic status for women as they are for men. 
Public assistance for women 


Eighteen hundred women aged 65 or over received public assistance.—Six 
hundred of these women are white, and 1,200 nonwhite. They represent 2 percent 
of all white District of Columbia women over 65, and 16 percent of all nonwhite 
(graph 28, tables 13 and 14). 


Institutional care of women 


Eighteen hundred women aged 65 or over were under care in District of 
Columbia institutions : 840 at St. Elizabeths Hospital, 110 at Home for the Aged 
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IN 1940 THE PROPORTION OF ALL WHITE MALE WORKERS IN PROFESSIONAL, 
RESPONSIBLE, OR SKILLED OCCUPATIONS WAS MUCH HIGHER THAN OF 
NONWH ITE 
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GRAPH 25. ° 1940 OCCUPATION OF ALL MALE WORKERS, D. C. BY COLOR; 
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 


(See page 9 of text; also Tables 17 and 18.) 
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GRAPH 26, PERCENT DISBRIBUTION OF D, C, FAMILIES BY INCOME IN 
1949 «ND BY COLOR. 





(See page 9 of text; also Table 
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and Infirm, 520 in private nonprofit homes for the aged, 100 in nursing homes, 
and the remaining 230 in other types of institutions. With few exceptions, 
this care is wholly or partly provided from public or philanthropic funds. 

These 1,800 include 1,400 white and 400 nonwhite women. 

The total receiving public assistance or institutional care is 3,600, of whom 
2,000 are white and 1,600 nonwhite, or 7 percent of all white District of Columbia 
women over 65, and 21 percent of all nonwhite. 

Of the 4,300 women aged 65 and over in the 1950 labor force 3,245 were white 
and 1,055 nonwhite. They represented 12 percent of all white District of Colum- 
bia women over 65, and 14 percent of all nonwhite District of Columbia women 
over 65. 

Distribution by occupation in 1950 showed the largest numbers of older white 
workers to be clerical and sales workers, 45 percent ; and professional or technical 


WOMEN AFTER 65 CONTINUE TO KEEP HOUSE IN IARGE NUMBERS BUT FEW 
REMAIN IN LABOR FORCE AFTER 70. 
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WHITE WOMEN OVER 65 H AVE MORE IN PRIVATS RESOURCES THEREFORE 
NEED IESS IN PUBLIC ASSISTANCE THAN NONWHITE 
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SUPPORTED BY PRIVATE RESOURCES 
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GRAPH 28, ECONOMIC STATUS IN 1950 OF D. C. W 
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(See page 10 of text; also T 


workers, 18 percent. The largest numbers of older nonwhite workers were in 
private household service, 57 percent; and in other service occupations such as 
charwomen, 24 percent (graph 29, table 19). 


Retirement income of women 


In 1940, 13 years ago, many of those now out of the labor force were earning 
their right to retirement benefits—At that time 91,000 white women of all ages 
were in the District of Columbia labor force, 41,000 or 48 percent were Govern- 
ment workers (graph 30, table 16). Of the 41,000 nonwhite women in the labor 
force, 4,600 or 11 percent were Government workers. Many more white women 
than nonwhite must have qualified for civil service retirement benefits. At the 
same time 2,750 or 3 percent of the white employed women, and 21,000 or 62 per- 
cent of the nonwhite employed women, were domestic servants in private house- 
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holds, and therefore not qualifying in their own right for OASI benefits (graph 
31, table 17). Relatively few of the nonwhite workers now past working age 
have therefore qualified either for civil service retirement or for OASI. 


Support of aged women by family 


The data summarized under the heading, “Support of Aged Men by Family” 
relate similarly to women.—The economic status of the family is even more im 
portant for the aged woman than for the aged man, and for the nonwhite woman 
than the white woman. If during her productive years she has kept house for her 
family, she has been dependent upon the earnings of the employed members of 
the family. If she herself has been employed, her earnings as a rule have been 
less than those of the average man. For instance, the median income in 1949 of 
persons with income was as follows: Male white, $3,242; male Negro, $2,182; 
female white, $2,450; female Negro, $1,395. 


IN 1950 FOUR OUT OF FIVE NONWHITE WOMEN WORKERS 65 AND OVER WERE IN 
PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD OR OTHER SERVICE WORK, BUT ONLY ONE OUT OF FIVE 
OLDER WHITE WOMEN WORKERS, 
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GRAPH 29. 1950 OCCUPATION OF D. C. WOMEN WORKERS AGED 65 AND OVER 
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IN 1940, PROPORTIONATELY FOUR TIMES AS MANY WHITE WOMEN AS NONWHITE 
WERE GOVERNMENT WORKERS, AND HALF AS MANY WERE UNEMPLOYED OR @ 
PUBLIC EMERGENCY WORK, 


UNEMPLOYED OR ON PUBLIC EMERGENCY WORK 


PRIVATE. WAGE AND SALARY WORKERS 


SELF EMPLOYED 


GOVERNMENT WORKERS 


GRAPH 30. EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND CLASS OF WORKER, OF ALL WOMEN 
IN D. C. LABOR FORCE 1940; BY COLOR 


(See page 11 of text; also Table 16.) 


Color differential—Summary 

In proportion to total population over 65, the ratio of OAA recipients is 
equally low for white men and white women.—lIt is higher for nonwhite men, and 
still higher for nonwhite women. But the ratio for nonwhite woinen is still helow 
that for both sexes and all colors in the Nation as a whole. 

In the study of this differential data have been sought related to employment, 
retirement income, and family help. 

Those remaining in the labor force after 65 represent about the same proportion 
for each color but a higher rate for men than women. 

Present and past employment are in better paying occupations for white and 
unemployment has been higher for nonwhite. 
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IN 1940 MOST NONWHITE WOMEN WORKERS WERE IN DOMESTIC SERVICE 
WHILE MOST EMPLOYED WHITE WOMEN WERE CLERICAL OR SALES WORKERS, 
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Many more white than nonwhite have worked in government and presumably 
bave earned civil service retirement in like ratio. Nonwhite women have been 
particularly at a disadvantage because most of their employment has been in 
domestic service, which until very recently has not qualified for OASI 

Family support of the aged has been insufficient to meet the full needs of 
the dependent aged person more often among the nonwhite population than 
among the white. This can be explained at least in part by the substantially 
lower average income of the nonwhite family. 





APPENDIX 
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 


Eligibility requirements and assistance standards for old-age assistance for 
the District of Columbia are summarized in this section. 

Eligibility requirements and assistance standards in the District of Columbia 
do not appear to differ sufficiently in restrictiveness to account for the re- 
markably small percentage of its population over 65 who receive old-age as- 
sistance, 

Eligibility requirements 


BBD crivttcmtinn sptbtn trite dle 65 years (minimum) 
Residence______......... 1 year immediately preceding application 
Institutional status .. Payments not made to persons in publie institutions 


except for temporary hospitalization. Payments 
made to persons in private institutions. Exclusions 
are identical with those in Federal act for both 
public and private institutions. 

Property and income lim- 

itations.._™_.__. “n All property considered in determination of eligibility 

in each case. Has not assigned or transferred prop- 
erty in order to qualify. 

Othe? ....cal>: , Must not be receiving any other category of assistance 
from District of Columbia except for medical, surgi- 
cal, or nursing care; must not be a habitual tramp 
or beggar; must not be employed full time if a 1 per- 
son case or head of household. 

One of the more restrictive District requirements is that an applicant must 
exhaust his savings and cash resources before he receives assistance. However 
an applicant may keep a home in which he lives, and he may retain insurance 
policies. In the case of the home, a lien is established, and in the case of in- 
surance, assignment is required when the face value of the policy exceeds $300. 

As a general policy, the District does not grant assistance to employable 
persons even though they may be unemployed. In the administration of this 
provision, regulations provide that assistance shall not be denied on the basis of 
employability alone, to an applicant age 65 years and over. 


RESIDENCE 


District of Columbia laws, and those of 19 States, require 1 year of residence 
to qualify for OAA. 

New York and Rhode Island, Hawaii and the Virgin Islands require no duration 
of residence. They require only that the applicant be a resident of the State or 
Territory at the time he applies. Six other States, while requiring 1 year or more 
of residence may modify this requirement by a reciprocal agreement with another 
State. 

Twenty-one States and Alaska require 5 years, and 3 States 3 years. 


CITIZENSHIP 


District of Columbia and 30 States grant OAA without requirement for 
American citizenship. Twelve States require citizenship as a prerequisite, and 
6 other States require citizenship unless the applicant has resided in the State 
for 10, 15 or 25 years. 


42387—54——-17 
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MAXIMUM PAYMENTS 


By administrative order a maximum of $180 a month is placed upon an 
District of Columbia assistance grant in any category. Even this maximum 
may be exceeded. (Under specified conditions for certain unusual items, such 
as furniture, medical supplies, etc.) 

Similar limits are placed by Maryland of $175 and Washington State of $275 
Seventeen States place no legal or administrative maXimum on the amour 
of grant. The other 29 States place a maximum on OAA monthly payments 
ranging from $30 in Mississippi to $90 in Arizona, with $55 in 9 States the figur 

used most often. 























AMOUNT OF GRANT 


In February 1953, the month studied, the average payment to OAA recipients 
in District of Columbia was $53.2 For the Nation as a whole, the average w 
$48.79. In 18 States the average was higher than in District of Columbia an 


in 30 States it was lower. 
COST OF LIVING 


The Bureau of Labor Statistics has calculated costs of living in District of 
Columbia, both for a moderate income family, and for an elderly couple. Its 
calculations have been consistent in finding District of Columbia costs highest 
among American cities. 

The States include both rural and urban areas. Money costs of living ir 
cities are greater than of living in towns and in the country. Comparison of 
District of Columbia grant averages with those of the States should be mad 
with these facts in mind. 

They would justify grants averaging as high as those of any State and a 
amount over the national average greater than the present 9 percent differential 


RESPONSIBILITIES OF RELATIVES 


The District of Columbia old-age assistance law (August 24, 1935, 49 Stat. 750, 
ch. 640, sec. 46—-201-—215, D. C. Code, 1951 Edition) provides as follows for support 
of recipients of public assistance: “The kindred of any person otherwise entitled 
to old-age assistance under the provisions of this chapter, in line and degree of 
spouse, father, child, or grandchild, living in the District of Columbia and of 
sufficient ability so to do shall be bound to support such person, in the order 
above named and in proportion to their respective ability. If at any time during 
the continuance of old-age assistance the Board of Commissioners or its desig 
nated agency has reason to believe that a spouse, father, child, or grandchild 
is reasonably able to assist him, it shall be empowered to bring suit, after noti 
fying such person of the amount of old-age assistance, against such spouse, father, 
child, or grandchild to recover the amount of assistance provided under the 
chapter, or such part thereof as such spouse, father, child, or grandchild was 
reasonably able to pay.” 

SUPPORT 


Twelve States have no legislation establishing a duty on the part of sons and 
daughters to support their parents. These States are Arizona, Florida, Kansas 
Missouri, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Texas, Washington and Wyoming. 

Two States provide general support legislation establishing the duty of sons 
and daughters to support their parents, but this legislation has not been applied 
to the States’ old-age assistance program. These States are Louisiana and South 
Dakota. 

Four States, Colorado, Idaho, Mississippi, and Utah do not enable the aged 
person to bring suit for support. 

Certain States whose laws establishing the duty of support by sons and daugh 
ters are clearly applicable to old-age assistance programs are as follows: 
Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Maine, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, Minnesota, 
and Montana. In all of these States, unlike the District of Columbia, the aged 
person may bring civil suit for support as well as the assistance agency. In the 
District of Columbia only the assistance agency may bring proceedings to recover 
the amount of old-age assistance paid to a recipient. In this respect the District 
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of Columbia is in the same position as Nevada, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
West Virginia, Wisconsin, Alaska, Arkansas, California, Georgia, and North 
Dakota. 

It should be noted that four States provide for criminal action with respect 
to the duty of a child for the support of its parent. These States are Kentucky, 
Maryland, Ohio, and Virginia. 

It therefore can be seen from the above that 28 States have legislation estab- 
lishing the duty of support by sons and daughters clearly applicable to their 
old-age assistance programs. Four other States provide criminal penalties 
in this connection. In about one-half of the States which have this provision 
the civil suits for support and/or recovery is vested in the aged person, whereas, 
in the other half of the States the right to bring civil suit is vested with the 
public assistance agency. 

RECOVERY 


Section 12, District of Columbia old-age assistance law (section 46-212) pro- 
vides for the recovery by the District of Columbia of an old-age assistance from 
the estate of a deceased recipient. 

“At the death of recipient of an old-age assistance, or of the last survivor 
of a recipient married couple, the total amount of assistance since the first 
grant, together with simple interest at the rate of 3 per centum per annum, 
shall be deducted and allowed by the proper courts out of the proceeds of his 
property as a preferred claim against the estate of the person so assisted, and 
refunded to the Treausrer of the United States to the credit of the District of 
Columbia, leaving the balance for distribution among the lawful heirs in accord- 
ance with law: Provided, That upon sufficient cause such as mismanagement, 
failure to Keep in repair, or inability of any recipient of assistance properly 
to manage his property, the designated agency of the Commissioners may demand 
the assignment or transfer of such property, or a proper part thereof, upon the 
first grant of such assistance, or at any time thereafter that it deems advisable 
for the purpose of safeguarding the interest of an applicant or fer the protec- 
tion of the funds of the District of Columbia. Such agency shall establish such 
rules and regulations regarding the care, management, transfer, and sale of 
such property as it deems advisable and shall provide for the return of the 
balance of the claimant’s property into his hands whenever the assistance is 
withdrawn or the claimant ceases to request it. If the District of Columbia 
collects from the estate of any recipient of old-age assistance any amount with 
respect to old-age assistance furnished him under this chapter, one-half of 
the net amount so collected shall be paid to the United States in accordance 
with the provisions of title 42, sections 301-306, Supplement V, of the Code of 
the Laws of the United States.” (Aug. 24, 1935, 49 Stat. 749, ch. 640.) 

Eighteen States have no provision at all for the recovery by the agency of 
assistance paid to a recipient. The remaining States have provisions which 
enable States to recover from recipients during their lifetime for assistance 
paid or similar to the District of Columbia from the estate of a deceased 
recipient. 

INCOME EXEMPTIONS 


The United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has pre- 
pared a comparison of income scale provisions for determining the ability of sons 
and daughters to contribute to OAA applicants and recipients. 

Basic monthly exemptions have been established for this purpose by 23 States 
and the District of Columbia. The exemption for the son or daughter with no 
dependents which is $181 per month in the District of Columbia is less liberal 
than in 12 States and more liberal thaninil. For the son or daughter with three 
dependents, the District of Columbia exemption of $369 is less liberal than in 7 
States, and more liberal than in 16. 

The largest possible expected monthly contribution has also been calculated for 
the son or daughter with a $300 monthly income before taxes. In case there is 
no dependent the contribution expected is $93 a month in the District of Columbia, 
which is higher than in 18 States and lower than in 3. With an income of $500 
monthly before taxes, and with 3 dependents, the expected contribution in the 
District of Columbia is $105, which is higher than in 16 States and lower than in 5. 
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ASSISTANCE STANDARDS 


Assistance grants are based upon a standard budget which provides for basic 
personal needs, including food and clothing, and for shelter. From the total 
requirements of an individual case, a deduction is made for income other than 
assistance whether in cash or in kind and the assistance grant is based upon the 
difference. The data upon which this study is based include separate calcula- 
tions of the total requirements, the income other than assistance, and the 
assistance grants. The total requirements for February range from less than $15 
in 4 cases to between $125 and $149 in 10 cases. All the cases with requirements 
in excess of $100 for the month were cases in which the needs of a second person 
were included. The needs of two persons were included also in one-sixth of the 
cases with total requirements between $75 and $99. 


HOUSEHOLD BUDGET 


The budget standard in use in February 1953 was based on 1950 prices. Its 
provisions are summarized below. It classifies needs in three groups: (1) basic 
personal needs; (2) shelter; and (3) contingent needs. 

(1) “Basic personal needs shall be considered common to all recipients, and 
shall include provisions for food, clothing, and personal and household necessi- 
ties. Personal and household necessities shall include housekeeping supplies, 
laundry, insurance, and personal supplies.” 

Basic personal needs as calculated by the standard in effect in February 1953 
were as follows: 


| Personal 


Tumbe aan ih | . in | and r 
Number of persons Food | Clothing | household Total 
| | necessities 
One adult, cooking own meals-- a» sab lieiaedieninikenat a $22 $7 | $5 $34 
One adult, eating out - -- ' . af 7 | 5 | 46 
For cach additional adult. ___.........-..-.-..-........ | 16 6 | 2 | { 





(2) Shelter costs were budgeted as actually paid, provided that the amount 
budgeted could not exceed the maximum stated in the following table: 


Budget at time of study 











| { 
: . ; eatin Tettteine 4| Refrigera- in 
Number of persons in applicant group Rent | a 8 Utilities ”" Siam ~ | Total 
| 

vicinal inp nadie ——| —|-_——— iment ant ‘ 

ao ; ay 2 a 

One person cooking own meals... -......- $33 | $8 | $2 $2 | $42 
One person eating out---.--- Sadenanel 33 | 5 | DR icmenias | 9 
i Rennincnscknccecesgpeecsoceuss on 38 | 5 3 | 2 48 

| 





(3) Contingent items were included in individual cases for urgent and proven 
needs for: furniture, housekeeping services (for a disabled person) ; medicine, 
medical supplies and appliances (on doctor’s orders when not available from 
Health Department ; moving costs; transportation, as to clinics; life insurance, 
in limited amounts. The money allowed for each of those items was based on 
living costs as they were estimated for April 1950. 


CALCULATION OF FOOD ALLOWANCES 


The food allowance in the budget standard in use in February 1953 was based 
upon the actual cost as of April 1950 in the District of Columbia of the purchase 
of the foods included in the low-cost adequate diet, prepared by the Bureau of 
Human Nutrition and Home Economics, Agricultural Research Administration, 
United States Department of Agriculture. The basis upon which the low-cost 
adequate diet was prepared and the specific items which comprised it are de- 
scribed on pages 15 and 16 of the publication entitled Helping Families Plan Food 
Budgets (Miscellaneous Publication No. 662, United States Department of 
Agriculture. ) 
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This is the lower of two low-cost food plans prepared by the Department of 
Agriculture. In discussing this plan, the Department of Agriculture states: 

“The food quantities given in the lower cost plan will provide the National 
Research Council’s recommended dietary allowance, will be within customary 
food habits of many groups, and can be purchased for 15 to 20 percent less than 
those in the low-cost plan. 

“This plan differs from the other low-cost plan in that it contains larger 
amounts of grain products, dry beans and peas, and potatoes, and much smaller 
quantities of meat, fish, poultry, and eggs. Quantities of other groups of foods 
are also slightly lower. To follow this lower-cost plan for an extended period 
vould require careful planning by the homemaker as well as the cooperation of 
her family in accepting less variety at mealtime along with smaller quantities 
of some of the more favored foods. This plan should not be used as a basis for 
money allowances for food unless careful guidance in food management is pro 
vided at the same time.” 


COMPARISON WITH AN ADEQUATE STANDARD 


Provision for shelter, clothing and other items of the budget in use at the time 
of the study were also unrealistically low when compared to the actual costs of 
living in the District of Columbia. The Board of Public Welfare, realizing 
these inadequacies, revised the budget standard in the spring of 1953, and start 
ing July 1, 1958, placed into effect a revised budget standard believed to be 
adequate. Funds available for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, had been 
sufficient to meet the old and inadequate standard at 100 percent need for only 
a few months of that fiscal year, February being one of those months. As no 
additional funds were available for the fiscal year starting July 1, 1953, it was 
impossible to pay grants at 100 percent of need based upon the adequate budget. 
Actual payments for July 1953 and following months, therefore, were made at 
78 percent of the new standard. A comparison of the budget in use at the time 
of the study with the new adequate standard will indicate the extent of inade- 
quacy of the old standard. Graph 32 and the following table make this com- 
parison for three illustrative old-age-assistance cases. 


Taste A—Budget standard in use at time of study compared with standard 
adopted in July 1953 as adequate, for illustrative OAA cases 


For adults cooking own meals | For one adult eating 
— out 


Items 1 person 2 persons 
In use Adequate 
In use Adequate) In use | Adequate 
Basic persona] needs: 
Food... ...-.- — $22 $30 $38 $53 | $34 $53 
Clothing. 7 10 13 20 7 10 
Persona] and household necessities. 5 6 7 9 5 4 
34 46 58 R82 4¢ 67 
Shelter maximum... ; 42 47 aN 54 39 6 
Total... ; 76 | 93 106 136 85 | 103 


OHANGES IN CASELOAD 


This report has been based upon a study of those receiving OAA in one month, 
February 1953. The OAA caseload, however, is not static. It changes from day 
to day, and the extent and character of this change is a part of a complete picture 
of OAA. Applications for aid, their acceptance or rejection, and closings comprise 
this change. 

REASONS FOR OPENING CASES 


Iliness or disablement of the applicant has been consistently the largest single 
reason for need, with decrease in support by relatives second, and depletion of 
savings or other resource, third (graph 33, table). 








PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


256 


rn 
















(*3xe} JO 6T e3ed eac) 








“SLINGY 4O SINANAONVANY ONIATI ASLOTTES YOs ‘smd €S6T 
AUVOUESA LY CUVONYLS ALYNOMIV HLIM CaevdID SES6T ‘XUVANAG NI asN NI GHVONYIS LaDana °Zz¢ Haw 


\\ \\ | 
\\\ 
\ ans 
\\ 


ese} | 


90T$ 
TVLOL 


TYLOL | 
| 


duvaNyLs asn NI GUVGNYLS am NI 
aLyNoaay CUVaNvLs aL VNOSIV CUVaNVLS 


SNOSUad 2 NOSUGd T 
In ONILVE 


LTAGy T uOd STVaN NMO ONTMOOD SLINGY uOd 


CHVINVIS SLYNOMOVNI NY NO GASVa Bia E66 AUVNUTGA NI SINVUD YVO 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


TABLE B.—Reasons for opening cases, July 1, 1950, to June 30, 1953 
Reasons 


rotal 


nsfer from another category 
Illness or disablement 
Employment loss 
Decreased support by relatives 
epletion of savings or other resource 
Other change in economic circumstance 
No change in economic circumstance 


Seurce: No. 3, appendix B. 


APPLICANTS NOT GRANTED ASSISTANCE 


Two out of three applicants are not granted OAA. Half of those who fail to 
obtain aid do not follow through after their first interview. They either do not 
show up for a later appointment or they find themselves unable to obtain needed 
proof of eligibility. The others are found ineligible either because resources are 
available to them to meet their estimated needs or because they fail to meet 
legal requirements. For instance, they may have less than the required residence 
or they may be unwilling to assign insurance or property. 


TABLE C.—Disposition of applications for OAA, July 1, 1950, to June 30, 19538 


Reasons | Total 1953 19% 1951 


Total 


Resourees sufficient to meet needs: 

Employment or earnings 

Support by relatives and others. 

Income from retirement benefits, pensions, come | 
pensation _ 

Other resources 

Failure to meet agency requirements, such as age, 
residence, citizenship, lack of responsible relatives, | 
use or assignment of property or insurance 

Death of applicant or admission to institution 

Disposed of for reasons including voluntary with- 
drawal of application, failure to provide required 
information, and loss of contact 


Source: No. 3, appendix B. 


Some of the persons who have been denied OAA because they were under 
65 years of age were found in need, and granted aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled or general public assistance. 


REASONS FOR CLOSING 


Almost half (46 percent) of the closings resulted from the death of the recipient. 
Another sixth (18 percent) entered an institution. This was usually a public 
institution such as Home for the Aged and Infirm, because an OAA recipient who 
enters a private institution may have his grant continued. 


TABLE D.—Reasons for closing OAA cases, July 1, 1950, to June 30, 1953 


Reasons Total 1953 1952 


Total__-_- . 1,773 


Transfers to other categories ; 9 
Death of recipient -- 824 
Employment... 164 
Support by relatives 59 
Acquisition of other resources - . . 165 
Admitted to institution - ‘ 311 
No change in economic circumstances - 241 


Source: No. 3, appendix B 
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Twenty-two percent of the closings resulted from the reemployment of the 
recipient, increased support from relatives, or improvement of other resources, 
Reemployment may follow recovery from illness or some other type of rehabilita- 
tion. Other resources include OASI, where increases in benefit formula have 
enabled a number of recipients to get alonge without OAA. 


SS i 


ST HALF OF OAA CASES 
ES, JULY 1, 1950 TO JUNE 30, 1953 


i 





(See page 21 of text.) 


DEATH CLOSES ALO 


INSTITUTION 
OTHER REASONS 
REASONS FOR CLOSING OAA CA 


REASON WHY CASE WAS CLOSED: 


GRAPH 35. 





PLAN OF STUDY 


This report is based upon an analysis of those persons who received old-age 
assistance in the District of Columbia during the month of February 1953. Data 
were tabulated for a 50 percent sample of District recipients at the request of the 
Bureau of Public Assistance of the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare to be incorporated with similar figures for the United States as a whole. 

For the purpose of studying the program in the District, supplementary data 
from the records of the Department have been used, and comparisons have been 
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made between old-age-assistance recipients as a group and the District popula- 
tion age 65 and over as a whole. 

After the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has completed its 
analysis of the national figures and issued its report, a supplementary state- 
ment — be prepared comparing the District figures with the national figures so 
reported. 

The sample on which this study is based was obtained by taking all recipients 
whose case-numbers ended either in 0, 2, 4, 6, or 8, and who received a payment 
for OAA in February 1953 from the District of Columbia. 

The tables in this report relating to OAA recipients are obtained by multi- 
plying by two the sample data. There were 1,321 cases in the sample. The tables 
therefore show 2,642 as the total number of OAA recipients. 

Various rates and ratios have been calculated comparing the characteristics 
of OAA recipients with those of the total District of Columbia population aged 
65 and over. In these comparisons OAA data for February 1953 are compared 
with population data for April 1950 as enumerated in the census. 

The District of Columbia population aged 65 and over is believed to have 
increased to the extent that the 1950 population data used represent about 90 
percent of the actual population over 65 in 1953. However, the 2,642 recipients 
of OAA tabulated in this study also represent about 90 percent of all public 
assistance recipients in the District of Columbia aged 65 and older. The other 
10 percent include recipients of aid to the needy blind, aid to the totally disabled, 
and general public assistance. It is hoped then, that there is validity in making 
these comparisons between 90 percent of those over 65 receiving public assistance, 
and 90 percent of the total population over 65 . 

The sample is so large, in comparison with its universe, that tests of its repre- 
sentativeness were not made, except to note that double the sample, or 2,642 
is short by 37 of the 2,679 who were recorded as having received OAA in 
February 1953. 

APPENDIx B 


SOURCES OF DATA 


A. District of Columbia Department of Public Welfare records: 
1. A 50 percent sample of recipients of OAA in the District of Columbia 
during February 1953. 
2. Persons aged 65 and over receiving aid to the needy blind, aid to the 
permanently and totally disabled, and general public assistance. 
3. Reasons for opening and closing OAA cases, and for terminating ap 
plications without grants. 
B. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population, 1950. 
Bulletin P—~B9—General Characteristics, District of Columbia, 
Bulletin P-C9—Detailed Characteristics, District of Columbia. 
Unpublished data: Income in 1949 of nonwhite unrelated individuals 
in the District of Columbia. 
Special report P-E No. 2C—Institutional Population (for the United 
States by State). 
8. Census of Population, 1940: Third series, The Labor Force, District 
of Columbia. 
9. Bulletin H-B152—Census of Housing—Nonfarm Housing Character- 
istics. 
C. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: 
10. Social Security Bulletin, May 1953. 
11. OAA recipients per 1,000 population, by State, December 1952, special 
table. 
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TABLE 14.—Number of OAA recipients, and percentage distribution, by color, 
sex, and age 


Age All recipients | White } Nonwhite 
SS a = | —-____—- 


Total | Male | Female Total | Male |Female| Total | Male | Female 
| 


i cae teri bid Fah al 





65 and over | 2,642 | 900 | 1,742 1, 032 | 390 | 642 1, 610 510 | 1, 100 
- ——— - | $$$ | ——_— —————— — =| — 
65-69 weee / 468 160 | 308 | 158 76 | 82 | 310 | 84 | 226 
70-74... ‘ ; | 760 266 494 | 306 116 | 190 454 150 304 
75-79 i 736 266 470 | 306 | 116 190 | 430 | 150 | 280 
80-84__ 438 136 302 160 | 54 | 106 | 27 82 196 
85 and over _ | 240 72 168 | 102 28 74 | 138 44 W4 
| Percentage distribution 
A eens eiatichahrmipdieniiia Seen iehictnath brie tineparanptictalbtimtbeatiniinets 
65 and over. ; ia 100 100 100 100 | 100 100 100 100 100 
a ae contd 18 | 18 18 15 19 13 19 16 |} 21 
apa. glil : 29 30 28 30 | 30 | 30 28 | 29 28 
75-79. M 28 | 30 | 27 | 30 | 30 | 30 27 29 | 25 
RO-R4 17 | 15 7 | 16 | 14 | 17 | 7 16 | 18 
85 and over... 9 8 10 | 10 7 | 12 9 | 4 ) 
} | { | | 





Source: No. 1, appendix B. 


TABLE 18.—Population, District of Columbia, aged 65 and over, and number of 
OAA recipients per 1,000 population, by color, sex, and age 


Color and sex 


Age Total | White Nonwhite 


Total Male |Female| Total | Male 


Female! Total | Male | Female 


Population, District of Co- | 





lum bia, 65 and over 56,687 | 22,629 | 34,058 | 43,902 | 17,177 | 26,725 | 12,785 5, 452 7, 333 
65-69_. : 23,338 | 9,853 | 13,485 | 17,577 | 7,365 | 10,212 | 5,761 | 2,488 3, 273 
70-74 15,751 | 6,501 | 9,250 | 12,208 | 4,927] 7,281 | 3,543 1,574 1, 969 
75-79 9,915 | 3,612 | 6,303 | 7,995 | 2,830 | 5,165) 1,920) 782) 1,138 
80-84. 5,102 | 1,842 | 3,260 | 4,122] 1,432 |.2,690] 980) 410 570 
85 and over 2, 581 821 1, 760 2,000 | 623 | 1,377 581 | 198 383 


Number of recipients per 1,000 population 


T 


All recipients 47 40 51 24 23 24 126 94 150 
65-69... | 20 | 16 23 9 10 | 8 54 | 34 | 69 
70-74 48 41 53 25 24 | 26 128 | 95 | 154 
75-79 74 74 | 75 | 38 41 | 37 | 224 192 | 246 
80-84 86 74 93 39 38 | 39 284} 200} 347 
85 and over. -. 93 88 95 51 | 45 54| 238| 222] 245 


Source: Nos. 1 and 4, appendix B. 





t 








' TABLE 


December 1952 


PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


263 


2—Ratio of OAA recipients to population aged 65 and over, by State, 


























State or Territory Ratio State or Territory Ratic 
1, Louisiana. -. 631 29. Minnesota 189 
- 2. Puerto Rico 4580 30. West Virginia isl 
3. Oklahoma 464 31. Kansas } 81 
4. Georgia 407 || 32. Michigan | 180 
5. Texas 394 || 33. North Dakota 172 
6. Colorado 392 34. Vermont 17} 
7. Mississippi 366 || 35. Iowa 16 
8. Arkansas 361 46. Oregon 155 
‘ 9. South Carolina 342 || 37. Wisconsin | 154 
: 10. Alaska 336 || 38. Ohio | 150 
! 11. Virgin Islands 328 || 39. Nebraska 143 
: 12. Alabama 327 40. Maine | 141 
13. Missouri 307 || 41. Illinois 134 
14. New Mexico 301 42. Rhode Island | 121 
15. Washington. -. 289 42. New Hampshire 16 
16, Arizona 285 || 44. Indiana | 110 
17. California 279 || 45. Rawaii j 103 
18, Florida 254 || 46. Connecticut | 4 
19. Tennessee | 241 47. New York | 82 
2%. Kentucky 228 48. Virginia 78 
21. Nevada i 224 || 49. Pennsylvania 73 
22. Utah 213 50. Maryland | 64 
23. Wyoming 211 51. Delaware | 63 
24. North Carolina 210 f2. New Jersey | 51 
25. South Dakota 261 53. District of Columbia. 45 
26. Montana 199 oe 
27. Idaho 198 United States. .- ‘ 109 
28. Massachusetts 197 
Source: No, 11, appendix B. 
TARLE 3.—Age of OAA recipients by number of years on old-age assistance 
| Age group 
» Total 
Years on OAA recipients | in = 
| 65-69 | 70-74" 75-79 | 80 and over 
Ba ect ae 
7 ee ee a | | ~ 
Total 2, 642 | 468 | 760 | 736 | 673 
| \— a = 
Less than 1 . adie ahel 358 136 108 | 80 | 34 
1, less than 3.__. s¢ 686 | 212 236 | 136 102 
3, less than 5 | 656 | 118 | 242 | 176 120 
i Ee nik ei en abnaee eae 440 2 | 170 | 154 114 
10, less'than 15_. . : 326- | 4} 190 | 132 
15 and over........... een ee ne | 176 |... ET hs Rentaaigenes 176 
Unknown. -._..- | | aldaen dene nites dcaawaebaadidiian 
| | 
3 coche ee — J os rr a r = naw = — 
z Source: No. 1, appendix B. 
TABLE 4.—Status of spouse of OAA recipients 
All recipients 
Status of spouse | | 
| Number | Percent 
| 
sapiens eeitecndinl apiece aumatiaieniliteigneninaoanes = ne 1 2 
ie OL ae! 2, 642 | 100. 0 
No spouse or spouse not present. a onde 2, 364 | 89. 5 
Spouse present; and- | 
Receives separate OAA payment. .---.-.--.---..---------- ee 142 | 5.4 
Does not receive separate OAA payment: 
f Under ege 65--- : s cvateedecanasnetinineanates 70 2.6 
‘ 65 or over... ma s cepabameethadeedentiaueae 52 | 2.0 
STONE: 1. 2th on bagte pices ap bw cietriggquandngddbnalipabmak eee 14 5 
Nortr,—In 190 grants the needs of a second person are included. Such grants will include many, if not 


most of tke cases in which the spouse is present but does not receive a separate OAA payment, 


Source: No. 1, appendix B. 
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TasLe 5.—Living arrangements of OAA recipients (excluding institutions), by 
color and sex 





Color and sex 
Recipients not in 
institutions 
Living arrangement | White Nonwhite 


| 


| Total | Male | Female} Total 


Male | Female} Total | Male | Female 


Total ‘ , 50% | 4, | , 57: 1 1,066 


In quasi-households (exclud- | 
ing institutions) 


In own home, total 





£ } 


Alone.. 

With spouse only 

With spouse and others. 

Without spouse, with 
others....... 


o> 
No 


In another household, total_| 940 | | 30 | 710 | 256 


| 
| 


| 


| 
| 3} B 





In home of son or | 
daughter-_.-. | 208 66 | 10 | 
In home of another rela- | | 
tive... } 228 | 58 170 | 78 | 14 
In nonrelative’s home 454 | 122 | 332 112 | 24 
| ! | 








Source: No. 1, appendix B. 


Taste 6a.—Living arrangements (excluding institutions) of all District 
Columbia persons aged 65 and over, by color and sez 


| 
| District of Columbia Color and sex 
population, aged 65 2 
| and over, outside of } 
institutions | White | Nonwhite 


| 
| 


Living arrangement 


Total | Male | Female| Male | Female| Total | Male | Fomale 


| 


| 
| 
| 
| 


ee | ees | ences | — = 
| | | 
53,720 | 20,650 | 33, 070 | 15,710 | 25,895 | 12,115 | 4,940 | 


In quasi-households (ex- ae ee —|—— <3 Pan 
cluding institutions) ......| 3,710 | 1,710} 2,000 


In own home, total..........| 31,870 | 14,140 | 17,730 
4,860 | 1,110} 3,750 
With spouse on] hein 8,890 | 5,190} 3,700 |...-_.- 
With spouse and others_.| 6,100 | 3,560 2,540 

Without spouse, with 
12,020 | 4,280 | 7,740 











In another household: Total.| 18,140 | 4, 800 





In home of son or daugh- 





C0... -<pnbnees 9,150 | 1,810 
In home of another rela- 

tive... “ .| 4,535 1, 060 
In nonrelative’shome...| 4,455 | 1,930 





OAA RECIPIENTS PER 1,000 
POPULATION 65 AND OVER 
IN EACH TYPE OF HOUSE- 
HOLD 


In quasi-households (ex- | 
cluding institutions) - ._- 
In own home... __-......-.- 

In another household: 
In home of son or daugh- 


iat atmensnonnen 
In nonrelative’s home - - - 























Source: Nos. 1 and 5, appendix B. 





265 


*q typueddy ‘g pue | SI9qUINN :e07N0S 


r1 , , . ---gUIOY §,AAq}b[9IU0U UY 

9 ‘ @ATIBJO1 JoYJOUB JO atIOY UT 

g 5 6 j0* {Ul 
} yous ut 
"29 9 ‘OF > “EC . $ emoy UMO UT 
8 €e 29 «| ‘ sproyasnoy-jsenb uy 

89 : ; ee 

} | 7 . SUOTINITISU] epTs}NO J9A0 puUv gg PEsV 

0 001 0001 0 ‘001 0 00T | 0 00T 0 00! 1 | 1 oF t I 


J@AO AO 

puveg! ..,, | puss 
NIB] vvoO “HOT 8] 

-ndod -ndog 


ee: JUSTIOZUBLIB BUA] 


vvo 


a 
= 
~ 
— 
2 
oO 
em 
© 
& 
© 
oo} 
Be 
RQ 
a 
: 
S 


x 


PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUC 


RIN 1810] RW 1819, opBule J ate 1810, 


a} qMUON SHUM [879.L 


(papnpoza suorjnjysut) Tas pup 


10}09 ‘juamahuvsto Buran fig ‘«aa0 pun og pain uoynndod piqun)oy) fo yorysiq, fo pup sjuaidivad PWO fo u0yngrssip abnjuaos9gg —"8Q AIAV 





266 


TABLE 7a.—Physical and mental condition of OAA 


Living arrangement 


Total. 


In own home: 
Alone 
With one or more related persons: 
Spouse only 
Spouse and children. 
Spouse and other persons... 
Spouse not present: 
Children 
Other relatives 
With nonrelated persons only 
In home of son or daughter 
In other relative’s home 
In nonrelative’s home 
In hotel or rooming house 
In boarding house 
Other—-not in institution a 
In institution: 
Private nursing or convalescent home 
Other private institution 


Source: Number 1, Appendix B. 


TABLE 


Color and sex 


Total_-. 


Male—total : 
Female—total 


White—total 


Male. -_- 
Female 


Nonwhite—total..- 


Male. —— 
Female... 


Source: No. 1, appendix B 


arrangements 


Total 
| recipients 





Total recip- 
ients 


| Able to care 
for self 


Num- 
| ber 


Per- 
cent 


82 
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recipients, by living 


Bedridden or 
requiring con- 
siderable cart 


Num- 
ber 


Per 


cent 


486 


7B.—Physical and mental condition of OAA recipients by color and ser 


Physical and mental condition of recipients 


| 


| 


Bedridden | 


primarily to— 


Mental 


Physical 


Not bedridden but re- | 
quiring considerable | 
care from others due 


| Able to care 
for self 


condition | condition 


346 


100 
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TABLE 8.—Persons per room for OAA recipients, and persons per room in rental 
units occupied by white and nonwhite persons in the District of Columbia 


Persons per room other than in 


[ow OAA recipients District of Columbia rental units 
institution | 
| 
} 


Percent 


Numt | 
| ol 
| 


Total 


Not reporting 


Reporting - 2,3 } >| 1°9, 183 


1.01 to 1.50 per room ? I | 16,431 
1,51 per room or more... 26 5.3} 11,072 


1.01 per room or more. 


Source: Nos. 1 and 9, appendix B. 


TABLE 9.—Number of persons in sleeping room of OAA recipients (excluding 
institutions ) 


Recipients not living in 
institutions 
Persons in sleeping room 


Number Percent 


Total_- 


Recipient only 
Recipient and spouse only. 
Recipient, no spouse, and 
1 other person 
2 other persons. 
3 or more other persons 
Recipient, st ouse, and 1 other person. 
Unknown ae 


Source: No. 1, appendix B. 


42387—541——18 
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Taste 10a.—Housing: Sanitary facilities available to OAA recipients, and 
sanitary facilities available in District of Columbia renter-occupied dwelling 
units in which head of the household is 65 years old or over 


alias District of Columbia renter- 
Recipients of OAA occupied dwelling units 


a . L P a »e aged #5 
Facilities tal White Nonwhite Total Head poem 
and over 


Num- | Per- | Num-/| Per- | Num-/| Per- Num- | Per- Num- 
ber cent ber cent ber ber cent ber 


All recipients ; 2, 642 | 

In institutions Bat Lénsasted : 

Not in institutions 2, 502 930 i 1, 572 |. .| 83, 820 —_ 11, 905 
Facilities not reported 170 |... 54 116 1, 655 245 | 
Facilities reported, total 2,332 | 100.0 876 | 100.0 1, 456 165 | 100.0 | 11, 660 | 

No running water. 68 2. § 6 | 7 62 .3| 300 .4| 65 

Running water , 264 97. 870 | 99.3 1, 394 95. , 865 99.6 | 11, 595 
Flush toilet and bath. . 2, 036 87.3 s 1, 188 .6 | 71,795 | 87.4 | 10,085 


Exclusive use. . 500 { 23 25. é 278 
Shared ____.- are 496 | 64: 
Unknown.... : 40 2.2 | ; 

Flush toilet, no bath 166 22) 2 9. , 510 


Exclusive use. . . - 34 
ae ‘ 126 
Unknown 6 
Faucet, no bath or toilet 62 


Source: Nos. 1 and 9, appendix B. 


TaBLeE 108.—Housing: Condition of renter-occupied dwelling units, District of 
Columbia, 1950, by color of occupants 


Renter-occupied 


Total White | Nonwhite 
| 


| | | - | 
Number | Percent | Number | Percent Number | Percent 


| | | | | 
Number reporting. ._. | 148,070 | 100.0 | 105,321 100.0 42, 749 | 100.0 





Not dilapidated: 
Private toilet and bath-.-- 
Running water a 


| 
| 
| 
No running water.............-.- ‘| 
Dilapidated: 
Private toilet and bath......_. 
Lacking toilet and bath... 
Condition not reported... _._- 


Source: No. 9, appendix B, 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 269 


TABLE 11—Number and percentage of OAA recipients with income from specified 
sources, by color and sep 


Source of income All recipients Nonwhite 


TotaliMale/Female;Totali'Male Female Total Male Feme 


TS cine 


900 | 


}1, 032 | 
1,648 | 476 | 1, 630 
994 | 424} 402 


2, 642 


1, 742 390 642 |1, 610 510 


424 |1, 


218 


WE 
184 


No income... 


aencanee-- 172 
WV 2ks Eden coc ccasen 


570 


O18 
592 


1) 


240 


Cash income: 
OASI benefits - 470 
Earnings of recipient or spouse 54 
Contributions from children 112 
Income in kind 344 | 


294 | 
16 


176 | 
38 
86 

266 | 


240 142 
10 6 
48 10 


78 | 116 28 


Percentages 


100 | 100 | 


All recipients. - . 100 100 | 100 100 | 100} 100 100 


With income 
Cash income: 
OASI benefits 


“47 33 ! 


10 | 


Earnings of recipient or ‘spouse 
Contributions from children 
Income in kind--. 


Note.—Total will not caus sum of entries for each column because some recipients have more than 1 
type of income, and also because cases with ‘other cash income”’ are not tabulated. 


Source: No. 1, appendix B. 


TaBLE 12.—Total requirements of recipients of old-age assistance, by living 
arrangements of recipients 


Living arrangements 


NI oc ch Hie chendn Bien ond ta o~ 
In own home: 


With 1 or more related persons: 
Spouse only_. 
Spouse and children 
Spouse and other persons 
Spouse not present: 
Children 
Other relatives. __- 


With nonrelated persons only.....- i 


In home of son or daughter 
In other relative’s home 
In nonrelative’s home__..---- 


In hotel or rooming house....------------ 


In boarding house pies 
Other—not in institution 
In institution: 

Nursing or convalescent home 


Other institution -................- ; 


Source: No. 1, appendix B. 


recip- 
ients 


F 


| 
Total |__ 


Under 
$35 


$5 soereees 





— 
=e 
ae a2nco 


Total requirements 


$100 and 


$50-$74 over 


$35-$49 $75-$99 
| 


258 | 


18 | 
14 


12 


6 1 


an 
@rr 


_ 


gttesece 


28 
22 
8 
4 | 
56 
36 
2 
6 
6 


- 
we 


Ss 
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TABLE 13. 


Employment status, 1950 


Total aged 65 and over 


In labor force 
Percent of total 


In civilian labor force 


Employed 
Unemployed 
Percent 
ployed 


unem- 


Not in labor force 


Keeing house 

Unable to work 

Inmates of institu- 
tion_. 

Other._. 


Source: No, 5, appendix B. 


TABLE 14. 


12, 


over, by color and ser 


All persons aged 65 
and over 


White 


‘| ] 
| Male |Female| Total | Male 


44, 380 | 17,175 


22, 505 | 34, 796 | 


8, 740 | 
38.8 | 


4, 300 


9, 890 | 
12.4 | 


22.3 | 


13, 040 | 6, 645 
22.8 | 

13,000 | 8,700} 4,300 / 9,855 | 6,610 
6, 375 


235 


4, 135 9, 
165 | 
| 

3.8 | 


360 
340 


485 
370 


495 8, 
505 | 
' 


3.9 | 3.8 


3, 765 34, 490 | 10, 530 


30, 495 


235 
2, 355 


345 | 17,080 | 14, 
3, 650 5,895 | 6, 


415 | 
075 | 
. 2, 775 
11, 225 


1, 465 
6, 475 


25 
95 


38.7 | 


3.6 | 
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Employment status of District of Columbia population aged 65 and 


Color and sex 


Nonwhite 


Total 


Female Male 


27, 205 2, 920 5, 330 
2,095 
39.3 


3, 245 
11.9 


3, 150 


24.4 


1, O55 
13.9 
3,245 | 3,145 2, 090 
1, 985 


3, 110 
1 105 | 


35 
4.2 


4.3 | 5.0 


3, 960 9, 770 3, 235 
110 
1, 295 


3,010 
3, 470 


, 180 | 
3, 720 

805 
2, 485 | 


390 
1, 440 


1,310 
4, 750 | 


Number of District of Columbia persons aged 65 and over in institu- 


tions and number aged 65 or over receiving public assistance outside of institu- 
tions, by color and ser 


Persons aged 65 and over 


Total District of Columbia 
population, 65 and over 


In institutions 


Receiving publie assist - 
anee outside of insti- 
tutions, total.__. 


Old-age assistance 
Aid to the blind 
Aid to the disabled 
General public as- 
sistance... 


1 
Number of recipients | 
per 1,000 population | 
Number in institution | 
per 1,000 population 


Total White 


Male 


| | 
| 22,629 | 34, 058 43, 902 | 17,177 


| 

| gga | 

872 | 
32 | 
67 
il 


44.6 
82.4 


51.3 | 
62.5 | 


55.7 


49. 6 62. 5 


Source: Nos. 1, 2, 4, and 7, appendix B, 


| . | . 
Female! Total | Male 


} 1,855 | 1,725] 2,775] 1,465] 1, 


Nonwhite 


Total | Male Female 


Female 


7, 333 
415 


576 | 
m6 | 
23 


106. 4 166. 9 


na 4.7 
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TanLE 154.—Occupation of male workers, District of Columbia, 1950, by color: 
Numbers aged 65 and over compared with numbers of all aged 14 and over 











Nonwhite 





White 











“CUD: I 1 
Occupation All ages éeend All ages cal 
14 and evar | Percent} 14 and jn 
vet ove 
over over 2 






Percent 












All workers | 138, 023 6, 333 1.6 74, 987 1, 897 9 


Professional, technical _ __. 28, 419 1,418 5 O 2. 836 131 1.6 








Accountants, auditors | 3, 430 131 3.8 70 3 4.3 
Authors, editors, reporters. 1,416 90 6.4 40 2 5. 0 
Clergymen 478 “4 11.3 236 32 13.6 
Engineers (technical) 4, 196 212 . 1 153 t 2. 6 
Lawyers and judges 4, 031 315 7.8 132 10 7.6 
Physicians, surgeons, dentists 1, 869 159 8.5 360 20 5.6 
Teachers, professors 1, 263 57 4.5 561 21 3.7 





All other professional and _ technical 
workers 






Managers, officials, proprietors_- 






604 5.0 727 34 4.7 
a : BR : 


Salaried. aoe 
Self-employed 







Clerical........ gianna stale aiatene 






Bookkeepers and cashiers__- 
All other clerical Pa 






Craftsmen, foremen..__.....-..- 










Carpenters. - ....-- Ss 3 
Foremen.. we 152 7 469 6 
Mechanics, repairmen___.- | , 948 169 3.4 1, 494 | 22 1.5 
Painters (construction) paperhangers and | 

glaziers - | 2, 269 | 105 4.6 597 | 16 2.7 
Stationary engineers. | 97 10. 1 514 24 4.7 
Tailors, furriers : | 92 24.8 188 8 4.3 
Other craftsmen. . - . ; | 14, 6 388 2.6 3, 491 77 2.2 


Operatives 










Taxi end truckdrivers, chauffeurs 
Other operatives _.- 







Private household workers ._ 


Service, except private household 










Barbers 8. 4 2 4.1 
Cooks, ete... - — 41 5 2, 317 47 2.0 
Elevator operators 58 22. 5 713 59 | 8.3 
Guards and watchmen 255 16.0 912 59 | 6.5 
Janitors, porters - . - | 79 15. 4 7, 464 341 1.6 
Police, sheriffs, marshals 38 2.2 325 6 1.8 
Waiters, bartenders, counter workers 58 3 1, 612 44 2.7 

d 3, 872 2. 1 






Other service 






Sales workers-_--- 






Insurance and real estate ___- 2, 
Retail salesmen and sales clerks 6, 163 263 
Other sales workers : 





WNw 
no 









Laborers__.. 2 
In manufacture 186 7 3.8 1, 432 26 8 
In construction. - - é 824 24 2.9 6, 879 114 1.7 
In trade... : 372 8 2.2 1, 301 29 2.2 
In other employment 1, 281 92 8. 2 7, 403 209 2.8 
Occupation not reported 2, 130 90 4.2 1, 071 27 2.5 








Source: No. 5, appendix B. 
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TABLE 1538.—Male workers, District of Columbia, aged 14 and over, 65 and over; 
percentage distribution by occupation, 1950 


White Nonwhite 


Or cupation } 
| All ages 14 65 and All ages 14 65 and 
| and over over and over over 


All workers ; 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 


¥ 


Professional, technical... 20. £ 3.9 


t 
t 


Accountants, auditors 

Authors, editors, reporters 

Clergymen 

Engineers (technical) 

Lawyers and judges 

Physicians, surgeons, dentists 

Teachers, professors 

All other professional and technical workers-- 


peo, eb 
now Car 


>. 
wou 


Managers, officials, proprietors 


nN 


Salaried _ 
Self-ern ployed. 


Clerical 


Bookkeepers and cashiers 
All other clerical 


ne 


Craftsmen, foremen -. 


on 


Carpenters 

Foremen 

Mechanics, repairmen -- 

Painters (construction) paperhangers, and glaziers 
Stationary engineers - . y 
Tailors, furriers. - 

Other craftsmen -_. 


Pm ee Phot 
OO 
NOnIWDOQn 


Operatives. - 





Taxi and truckdrivers, chauffeurs 
Other operatives 
Private household workers 


\| 
| 
u 
4 
i 


Service, except private household. - - 


Barbers da 

Cooks, ete...... 

Elevator operators. - - 

Guard and watchmen.. 

Janitors, porters... 

Police, sheriffs, marshals... 

Waiters, bartenders, counter workers... 
Other service...... 


|e 


Sales workers... .......-- 





Insurance and real estate. 
Retail salesmen and sales clerks - 
Other sales workers. . . . . 


Reboreie.u-.......2-265 


In manufacture 

In construction .... 

In trade... ....- , 

In other employemnt 
Occupation not reported 








No. 5, copia B, 
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TABLE 17. 


Occupation 


Male 
All workers 
Not reporting_.. 


Reporting, total 


Professional and semiprofessional 
Proprietors, managers, Officials_- 
Clerical, sales 

Craftsmen, foremen... 
Operatives 

Service workers. 

Laborers. 


Female 
All workers 
Not reported_....... 


Reporting, total. _. 


Professional and semiprofessional 

Proprietors, ‘thanagers and offi- 
cials . ‘ 

Clerical, sales 

Craftsmen, foremen... 

Operatives 

Domestic service _... 

Other service 

Laborers. 


Source: Number 8, appendix B. 


TABLE 18.—Income in 1949 of District of Columbia 


Income 


Total families 
Not reporting... 


Reporting, total _ ._- 


Under $500... .. 
$500 to $999. __ 
$1,000 to $1,499 
$1,500 to $1,999 
2,000 to $2,499 
2,500 to $2,599 
$3,000 to $3,499 
$3,500 to $3,999 
$4,000 to $4,499 
$4,500 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $5,999 
$6,000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $9,999 
$10,000 and over... 


Median income 


Source: Numbers 4 and 6, appendix B. 


8 


T 


Number 


189, 587 
1, 075 


188, 512 


22, 875 


19, 106 
47, 637 
28, 547 
25, 872 
28, 209 
16, 266 


119, 31 
71 


3 
l 


.| 118,602 


Total 


Number 


10, 025 
17, 690 
16, 460 
17, 760 
12, 895 
12, 440 
10, 725 


19, 575 | 


13, 160 
18, 340 
12, 605 


er 


White 


otal 


Number 


Percent Percent 


143, 588 
769 


100. 0 


819 
, 490 
, 309 
3, 216 
, 679 
, 268 
326 


, 531 


34, 668 


537 


i) 


families White families 


Percent Percent 
distribu- 


| tion 


Number 
tion 
=| 


132, 055 | 
9, 120 


122, 935 


ul 
ca 
\| 


4,815 
1, 900 
3, 250 | 
3, 900 
6, 990 
7, 360 
11, 930 
9, 560 
9, 510 | 
8, 020 
14, 995 
11, 300 
16, 760 
12, 145 


= | 
NONK ASNNOCoOVF wa 


KANN OND 


families 
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Occupation of all District of Columbia workers in 1940, by color and 


Nonwhite 


Number | Percent 


5, 999 
306 


5, 693 


1, 385 
797 

» 421 
, 868 
8, 604 
, 883 


, by color 


| 
Nonwhite families 


| Percent 
tion 

66, 1 
5,0 


Or 
,UIV | 


| distribu- | Number | distribu- 
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TaBLE 19.—Occupation of District of Columbia female workers aged 65 and over 
in 1950, by color 


Total White Nonwhite 


Occupation | 

Percent Percent Percent 

Number | distribu- | Number | distribu- | Number | distribu- 
tion tion tion 


Total employed... 
Not reporting-. 


Reporting, total 


Professional, technical 
Managers, officials, proprietors 
Clerical, sales 

Craftsmen, foremen 
Operatives... 

Service workers. 

Laborers. 


Source: Number 5, Appendix B. 


Mr. Suea. The proposed public works program includes $9,675,000 
for the Department of Public Welfare. 

Authorization has already been approved to permit. construction 
for the remaining costs for fiscal years 1955, 1956, and 1957 to be 
$3,785,000, which includes $400,000 for staff housing on the Children’s 
Center Reservation. 

The construction of the Industrial Home School for Colored Chil- 
dren at the Children’s Center is in accordance with the planned pro- 
gram of the Children’s Center, which includes the District Training 
School for the Feeble-Minded, in operation since 1926, and the In- 
dustrial Home School for White Chiidren, which is practically com- 
pleted, and will be ready for occupancy about April 1, 1954. 

This completes the basic units for the relocation of our children’s 
institutions, which were to be moved to the Children’s Center. 

The remainder of the $9,675,000 is for the following purposes : 

1. Children’s Center, District Training School—additional cot- 
tages and school buildings, $2,240,000; utility buildings, $450,000. 

2. Receiving Home for Children—additions, $550,000. 

3. Home for Aged and Infirm—replacement of dormitory build- 
ings, $2,650,000. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Incidentally, those two 
buildings are a disgrace, the Receiving Home for the Children, and 
the Receiving Home for the Aged and Infirm. They are inadequate, 
and ancient and in very bad shape; are they not? 

Mr. Suea. The Receiving Home for the Children is a new building, 
but it is inadequate in size. Then, of course, we are now talking about 
the replacement of the building for the ambulatory patients. 

Now, with respect to the Industrial Home School for Colored Chil- 
dren, this is a picture of the cottage designed for the Industrial Home 
School for Colored Children, to be located at the Children’s Center, 
Laurel, Md. The total capacity of this institution will be 500. This 
particular building will house 500. Children will live in cottage units, 
such as this. The cottage is divided into two separate sections, each 
housing 25 children. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What age children are those? 
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Mr. Suea. They are 12 to 18 years of age, the average age being 15, 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That present instituion is 
badly overcrowded; is it not? 

Mr. SHea. Yes, sir; that is correct. The institution now located on 
the Blue Plains, in southeast W ashington, is very badly overcrowded. 

The next picture is the proposed school building which will provide 
both academic and vocational training. The function of the institu- 
tion is to train and rehabilitate these children so that they can return 
to the community and not get into further difficulties with the law. 
Many of our children are retarded in school because of truancy and 
other reasons. The program includes special remedial work in 
academic subjects and practical vocational training. 

This institution will replace the school now at Blue Plains, in south- 
east Washington. The institution is now badly overcrowded, and 
commitments are continuing to increase. The number of admissions 
for the last 5 fiscal years is as follows: 1949, 214; 1950, 238; 1951, 225; 
1952, 278; 1953, 404. 

As you will note, the commitments have more than doubled in the 
past 2 years. The average monthly commitments, so far this year 
have been over 50. 

As a result of this increase in commitments, we are having to re- 
lease children to the community after 3- and 4-month stays in order to 
make room for new commitments. We know that most children need 
a minimum of 9 months of training before they can safely be returned 
to the community. 

Asa result, many of these children again get into difficulty and have 
to be returned to the institution. This is a serious and tragic situation 
and is most certainly contributing to the increase in juv venile delin- 
quency here in Washington. 

The Ree elving Home for Children in Washington, from its incep- 
tion, has consistently exceeded its designed capacity. It was com- 
pleted in January of 1949 with a designed capacity of 43 children, and 
the proposed capacity of 159 children, so constructed as to provide 7 
separate units for the children in residence. 

We have made a study over the past several years, and it is germane 
to indicate the number of admissions which there were during the fiscal 
years 1950, through the anticipated first 6 months of 1954. It in- 
creased from 1950, when we had 1,589 children, to 2,334 in 1953, and 
proposed for the first 6 months of 1954, 1,244 children, and if you 
double that figure for the whole year, it will be 2,488 children at the 
Receiving Home. 

A study has also been made of the daily average population during 
the fiscal years 1950 through the first 6 months of 1954. 

In 1950 there were 51 children, in 1951 there were 52 children, in 
1952 there were 53 children, in 1953 there were 74 children, and for the 
first 6 months of 1954 there will be 89 children. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Why is that tremendous in- 
crease there? 

Mr. Sura. Our children are being picked up because of the serious- 
ness of the offenses, and some of the children are sent there because the 
other institutions have no place for them. 
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Now, the next study has to do with the subject of runaways. In 
1950 there were 61 of them; 1951 there were 10 of them; 1952 there 
were 15 of them ; 1953 it had jumped drastically to 49 children, and for 
the first 6 months of 1954 it is anticipated there will be 25. I think 
it is significant to note the seriousness of any runaway from this in- 
stitution, because he is a threat to the community, and the child is in 
a position of becoming involved in further delinquency. I feel it is 
me significant to note that the percentage of runaways is considerably 
less than the national aver age for this type of institution. Nationally 
it is 5 percent, and here it is 2 percent. 

The child population figures indicate an increase from 1940 to 1950 
in the age groups of zero to 4 years, and 5 to 17 years, as follows: 

In the age group from zero to 4 in 1940 there were 43,600 such chil- 
dren and in 1950 there were 78,816 such children, an increase of 81 
percent. 

In the age group of 5 to 17, in the year 1940 there were 105,552 such 
children, and in 1950 there were 115,297 children, an increase of 9 per- 
cent. It is estimated that by 1960 the population figures will be as 
follows: 

In the zero to 4 age group there were 80,000 such children and in the 
5 to 17 group there will be 160,000. 

This 1s a 89 percent increase in the 5 to 17 age group. 

It is reasonable to expect a similar percentage increase in the num- 
ber of delinquents. 

I will not repeat the provisions of this, but basically it provides a 
separation by age, by sex, by type of offense, and so forth, and will 
enable us to provide the best possible training we can. 

Now, the next institution is the District Training School, which is 
located on 964 acres of land near Laurel, Md. It consists of 10 dormi- 
tory cottages, a central dining room and service building, laundry, and 
central heating facilities. It is planned to provide central utility 
facilities. In addition, it has a three-story hospital built to serve the 
entire children’s center. 

From the first chart which I have up here on the easel it will be 
seen that based on the last available. figures, 2 percent of any urban 
population are mentally retarded, and they say that one-tenth of 
that 2 percent are in need of institutional care. 

In the District we have approximately 16,000 people who are men- 
tally retarded, and in the District there are 14,400 who can get along 
in the community and the other 1,600 need institutional care. Actu- 
ally we have a capacity of 708, and there are approximately 100 more 
spread among the various other types of institutions, so that we should 
have space for 800 more residents in this type of institution in the 
District Training School. 

I think the next chart will indicate the type of children we have. 
This chart shows the mental age which indicates the number of chil- 
dren who are in the idiot group, and those in the moron group, and 
those in the imbecile group. The tragedy is that we are getting more 
and more children who are in the lower mental age levels, which means 
they have no place to go except the District Training School. There 
is no possibility of their ever eing released from the institutions. 
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The next chart shows the chronological age of the children. That 
shows that 4 out of 7 are 20 years old or more, and that only 1 out of 
10 during the last year was 20 years or more, so that we are getting 
a younger population at the school and that backlogs are building up, 
and there wil be waiting lists, and the possibility of getting into the 
institution is therefore reduced. 

The next chart is the Home for the Aged and Infirm, which is lo- 
cated in southeast Washington on the reservation known as Blue 
Plains. 

The buildings that are housing the ambulatory patients were not 
built for the present-day thinking with regard to the present popula- 
tion. They do meet the minimum fire regulations, and so forth. The 
buildings were built in 1907 and two in 1918 and the last buildings in 
1930 

This chart indicates that one-third of the residents are 75 years of 
age or older, and two-thirds of them are 65 years of age or over. 

The other side of the chart indicates that it has increased from ap- 
proximately 40,000 in 1940 to 56,000 in 1950, and that by 1960 it will 
increase to 75,000 people. That chart of course is the number of peo- 
ple in the District of Columbia who will be 65 years or over by that 
time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are they all indigent people ? 

Mr. Sue. For the most part; yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Some pay a proportion of it? 

Mr. Suna. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. How many are there 1n this 
Home for the Aged and Infirm at the present time ? 

Mr. Suea. There are 475. The next chart shows our present resi- 
dents at the home, and the men outnumber women almost 2 to 1; and 
the nonwhite outnumber the white 3 to 2. 

The next chart indicates that only 1 out of every 30 residents have 
no serious disability ree or d at the time of admission, and that of those 
who are house-bound, 25 percent are chair-fast. Forty-six percent of 
these residents are capable of some form of outside activity. 

The next chart indicates that at the time of admission most of our 
residents were living apart from any relative. This is significant be- 
cause it shows that as the person becomes older, even though he does 
not become infirmed to the extent that he needs bed care, he does need 
protective services which must be provided through an institution 
when he has no family to provide them. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Has your program been ap- 
proved by the Commissioners ? 

Mr. Sua. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, 
gentlemen ? 

Mr. Shea, I know you have covered the complete picture of the 
program, as rapidly as it was possible to be done. So we thank you 
very much. 

Mr. Peterson is our next witness. If you could, as briefly as you 
can, tell us your problem, Mr. Peterson. 
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STATEMENT OF HARRY N. PETERSON, LIBRARIAN, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 











Mr. Prrerson. I wanted to present this case graphically, in order to 
save time, and if I can possibly adhere to that 5-minute limitation, I 
; shall. 

The Public Library of the District of Columbia now consists of the 
Central Library, 14 branches, a bookmobile, in addition to the process- 
ing and administrative headquarters. 

On this map we have blue stars to indicate the location of the Cen- 
tral Library, and the branches scattered throughout the city. 

The map illustrates that we have only one agency east of the river, 
the Anacostia branch, which is entirely inadequate. 

While the map does show a good distribution for the rest of the city, 
it cannot show the differences in those agencies, as to physical plant, 
square footage available for readers and books, and size and quality 
of book collections. 

Three of the branches, Anacostia, Woodridge, and Tenley are en- 
tirely inadequate to meet their present requirements. 

This is the new Cleveland Park Branch, at the intersection of New- 
ark Street and Connecticut Avenue, NW. It has a book capacity of 
50,000 volumes, 18,000 square feet of space, and serves a population of 
18.800 in this vicinity. 

Now, by way of contrast, we have Anacostia with a 20,000 volume 
collection, 3,200 square feet of space in a little store, and only half 
of that is usable space; the other half is in the basement, and not very 
usable. This branch is in a community which has 26,500 people, 
within a 1-mile radius. 

What we should have there is a branch the size of the Cleveland 
Park Branch, with 50,000 volumes, and 18,000 square feet of floor space. 

At Woodridge we have 23,000 volumes, and 3,200 square feet of 
space in a little store serving 21,400 people. This area is cut off by the 
railroad tracks and hence the ional attempts to serve 39,000 people 
ina 1.5 mile radius. It needs 50,000 volumes and the same amount of 
space as Cleveland Park, 18,000 square feet. 

Tenley is located in an ex-police station, and it serves 21,000 people. 
It should have a book stock of 50,000 volumes and 18,000 square feet 
of space to serve the people in that area. 

So much for the replacement agencies. 

We have a need for new branches east of the river, where the popu- 
lation is very dense and no service is available, except in the Anacostia 
Branch. To supplement this inadequate branch east of the Anacostia 
River, we have a bookmobile. 

Representative O’HAra of Minnesota. What do you mean by that, 
sir? Do you deliver books to the people? 

Mr. Pererson. No, we go to fixed locations once or twice a week, 
according to the demands. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How many bookmobiles do 
you have? 

Mr. Pererson. We have only one, and we are requesting one more 
in the 1955 budget. The bookmobile attempts to bring service to this 
part of the community now lacking service. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Could I ask you, by asking 
you if your proposals have had the approval of the C ommissioners ? 
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Mr. Peterson. Yes, sir. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And they have cleared them? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Don’t you think that is suffi- 
cient? Do you feel that this is necessary to provide the library service 
for the growing population of Washington ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir; particularly because of the growth in the 
population—and that is the one thing I wanted to stress. In 1940 we 
had 50,000 people east of the Anacostia River, and in 1950 we had a 
population of 152,000 people. This whole area has trebled in that 
time. In Congress Heights, Washington Highlands, we have five 
times the population in 1953 that we had in 1940. 

We want to put branches in Congress Heights, Fairfax Village and 
Benning, making a total of 6 branches. In each case we feel we need 
a branch the size of Cleveland Park, with 50,000 books and 18,000 
square feet of space for the readers, 

That, in sum, is the program. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

Are there any questions? If not, Mr. Peterson, we appreciate the 
manner in which you rapidly presented your problem. 

Now, we will have the chief of the fire department and the chief 
of the police department. 

Mr. Sutton, will you proceed first with your part of the fire depart- 
ment requirements, and I will say at the start that I personally have 
observed the efficiency of the fire department of the city of Washing- 
ton, which I think is second to none, and I mean that. 


We are very receptive to your story, if you will be as short as 
possible. 


STATEMENT OF MILLARD SUTTON, CHIEF, FIRE DEPARTMENT, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Chief Surron. The southeast area has grown from 1939 to the pres- 
ent time, an increase of about 600 percent in population, and an 800 
percent increase in dwelling units. 

The District of Columbia has property at 24th and Irving Streets 
SE., and that is where we would like to have the enginehouse estab- 
lished. We have only three companies in this area. You can see 
that there is an increase of 400 percent in the workload, if you will look 
at the chart. The number of feet of hose laid is one work measure- 
ment unit we use. 

Engine No. 19 is at 28th and Pennsylvania Avenue and has to re- 
spond in that vicinity. You can see how their responses have gone 
up 400 percent. 

This is engine No. 25, in Congress Heights. You can see how, ac- 
cording to the chart, the workload has gone up because of the popula- 
tion increase, and the dwelling unit increase. 

Now we will go to the shop. We have a repair shop which was 
built in 1911, back in the old horse and buggy days. It took care of 
about 75 pieces of apparatus then. Now we have 150, and the size 
of the apparatus is larger. 


We have been allocated a site for a new repair shop at South Capitol 
und M Streets. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you feel that your pro- 

gram will give adequate fire protection as to the growing needs of 
the community ? 

Chief Surron. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O° Hara of Minnesot: 1. What is the number of vehi- 
cles in the Fire Department now 

Chief Surron. We have nec th ts 150, that is reserve and 
regulars. We have 30 engines, 16 trucks, a fireboat and two squads in 
active service. 

We certainly do need that shop. 

Then we come down to the new school of our training division. 
There we have a training division scattered all over the city. We 
have the pump school down on the wharf. When we want to simulate 
problems, we have to go to Hains Point. We have requested 10 acres 
of ground at Blue Plains so we can build the training school there. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is that proposal in this legis- 
lation ? 

Chief Surron. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That is without additional 
cost 

Chief Surron. Only with the building; yes, sir. That is No. 3 0 
projects. No. 1 was the establishment of the enginehouse at ol 
and Irving; No. 2 was the repair shop. I just me ntioned No. 3, the 
training school; No. 4 is reconstruction of truck company 2; No. 


is reconstruction of engine company 6; No. 6 is relocation of engine 
company 8 and No. 7 is a new firehouse in vicinity of American Uni 
versity. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Has your program been 
cleared by the District Commissioners in the budget ? 

Chief Surron. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I do not think you need to 
oversell yourself, because it is all right. 

Chief Surron. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. Are there any 
questions ¢ 

Apparently there are no questions. That is all, Chief Sutton. 

We will now hear from Chief Murray. We will be delighted to 
hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT V. MURRAY, CHIEF, POLICE DEPARTMENT, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Chief Murray. There are five projects contained in the public 
works program for the Metropolitan Police Department, totaling 
$1,630,000. 

The cost of a new building to house the Women’s Bureau and 
House of Detention is estimated at $550,000; an addition to the radio 
station, $30,000; an additional tier of 10 cells at No. 2 precinct at 
$10,000; a new dog pound at $40,000; and a new warehouse for the 
handling and storage of personal property coming into possession of 
the police at $1 million. 
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This is over a period of 10 years. In other words, by 1960. 

I have copies of these requests, which I would like to leave with each 
member of the committee. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. They will be received in the 
record at this point. 
(Statement of Chief Murray is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT V. Mureay, Curler, Potice DEPARTMENT, DISTRICT oF 
COLUMBIA 








Public works program for the District of Columbia, 10-year plan, Metropolitan 
Police, District of Columbia 
Fiscal year 1956: 
Wren weet. 3 at a Ee i ba) $120, 000 
Fiscal year 1957: 
I i i i i ae kt Lia eon 130, 000 
Radio station—additional__..________ sa a al 30, 000 


No. 2 precinct cell tiers..._......_ _- ee ee ee ee ea San 10, 000 
Fiscal year 1958: 

Dog pound i elaine a le ik i eae 40, 000 
Fiscal year 1959: 

NO i on nent et ence ent I ae Ek at 100, 000 
Fiscal year 1960: 

MN es Sith ae a ha Bae pees ry 900, 000 









mee aa 5 dada a I 5, 000 
NE Wee nats retinal aster cence ee ae eee ee 3, 000 
pee gs 6 ids Heb 8 a ee et 1, 000 






9, 000 





Peta) ‘cask, TGs moe 1908 Gj 630, 000 
Increase in operating budget, per annum____--_---_----- * 9, 000 


1 $1,590,000 if dog pound is deleted. 


2 Beginning fiscal year 1960 if new warehouse is not located near central heating plant 
$1,000 if it is 


NEW WOMAN’S 





BUREAU 


The Woman’s Bureau includes the House of Detention and is utilized as a 
station house. for 23 policewomen which includes 1 captain, 3 lieutenants, 1 
sergeant, 1 corporal, 3 detectives, and 14 privates. 

The House of Detention is staffed with 29 civilian employees, including 8 clerks, 
2 cooks, 6 guard-chauffeurs, 1 janitor, 11 matrons, and 1 steward. 

The combined responsibility of the personnel assigned to the Woman’s Bureau 
and House of Detention is to deal socially and legally with all delinquent 
women and children, and to maintain a suitable place for the reception and 
detention of girls and women over 17 years of age, arrested for violation of laws, 
held as witnesses, or otherwise. 

During the past fiscal year 8,888 persons were detained, requiring the serving of 
13,732 meals. The average length of detention was 1.7 days, with an average of 
24.35 persons each day, ranging from 2 to 55 at any one time. 

The present building, located at 1224 Fifth Street NW., was erected in 
1885 and is now in very poor condition and past the age of economical mainte- 
nance and operation. It was originally designed as a precinct station house 
and is not suited for present use. Because of its state of antiquity it presents a 
very gloomy and desolate atmosphere in which to detain women and girls. 
There is no public transportation within two blocks, therefore, it is necessary 
for persons having business there—often at late hours of the night—to walk 
through a neighborhood that is not the most desirable. 

The present building provides space for only 35 beds and facility for isolation 
of only 6 prisoners. This necessitates crowding of isolation cells and the use of 
mattresses on bare floors to accommodate the weekend overload. This tends 
to create disturbance and is unsanitary and unhealthy. 
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The new building, which is to be located on North Capital Street, between K 
and L Street NW., is directly on a streetcar line and will provide efficient, 
safe, and sanitary facilities to handle 60 inmates in 12 isolation rooms and 44 bed 
and detention rooms. 

No increase in operating cost or personnel is contemplated. 


ADDITION TO RADIO STATION 


The present police radio station and repair shop is located on the third floor 
of the 10th precinct station house. All mobile units must be serviced in the 
varage on the first floor, making it necessary to carry tools and radio units up 
and down three flights of stairs. Also, storage and operating space are lacking 
on the third floor. 

It is requested that the present garage be extended back to the alley property 
line of the station house. This would provide a drive-through service shop 
and storage space, which would meet all requirements of this department. 

This improvement would not increase the operating budget of the Police 
Department. 

NEW TIERS, NO. 2 PRECINCT 


When the No. 2 precinct station house was constructed in 1940, the cell block 
was designed for 2 tiers of 10 cells each. The second tier of cells has never been 
installed and is badly needed. 

The maximum capacity of the present 10 cells is 20 prisoners. No more than 
2 prisoners should be placed in each cell. However, it is often necessary to put 
is many as 4 or 5in a cell and to transfer between 30 and 40 prisoners to outlying 
precinct each weekend. This overcrowding of cells is unhealthful and tends to 
create disturbance among the prisoners. Also the transfers to other precincts 
ereates additional workload and loss of man-hours. 


DOG POUND 


The Police Department feels that the present facility and location of the dog 
pound are satisfactory. However, there is some desire on the part of other 
District of Columbia agencies to utilize the land now occupied for other purposes 
If it is decided that this site may be used for a better purpose, the funds requested 
in this program will be necessary to provide facility elsewhere. 


WAREHOUSE 


The Metropolitan Police Department must take into custody, store, and main 
tain records of large quantities of lost or abandoned property, estates of deceased 
and insane persons, evidence and the proceeds of crime. The total value of such 
property handled during the past fiscal year amounted to over $214 million. The 
space presently utilized for this operation, which includes storage, offices, and 
space for auction sales, totals 53,330 square feet, and is distributed as follows: 

Square feet 
300 Indiana Ave. NW., room 4070, property office_...____-~ “ , , 080 
300 Indiana Ave. NW., room 146, property room__________- . ; 2, 000 
300 Indiana Ave. NW., room 167, liquor storeroom___- , 250 
Rear, 469 C St. NW., warehouse (May bldg.) a .. 49, 000 


Total eerciecaie 53, 330 


The widely separated locations present many problems. Property must be re- 
ceived at three separate locations; money, jewelry and valuable papers at room 
4070, 300 Indiana Avenue NW.; luggage, clothing, guns, portable radios, other 
small articles, and liquor at room 146, 300 Indiana Avenue NW.:; large articles 
such as furniture, machinery, etc., at 469 C Street NW. Property not claimed is 
required by law to be sold at auction. Due to lack of space, all such property 
at 300 Indiana Avenue must be transported to 469 C Street for this purpose. It 
is often necessary to close one office in order to shift personnel to transact busi- 
ness at another. Also, great inconvenience is caused persons claiming property, 
in that they very often must go to three different locations to pick it up. 


42387—54——19 
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The new warehouse, as planned, would centralize all operations and the ad 
vantages to be realized are outlined as follows: 

1. 4,330 square feet of floor space at the Municipal Center will be released for 
other use of the Metropolitan Police Department. 

2. Mothproof storage will be provided for vulnerable evidence and valuable 
furs and clothing. 

3. An inside loading platform near an elevator will obviate the necessity of 
excessive handling and exposure of property to inclement weather when being 
recevied for storage. 

4. All types of property will be received, stored, and sold at one location, 
ne saving the expense of moving it from one location to another. 

Administrative offices, records, and storage facility will be centrally located, 
oon reducing communication facilities and increasing utilization of personnel. 

Furthermore, the May Building located at 469 C Street NW., which provides 
49,000 of the 53,330 square feet of space now utilized, is to be torn down in the 
not too distant future to provide space for the West Administration Building 

It is estimated that the annual operating budget will be increased by $9,000 
per annum. The present warehouse (May Building, 469 C Street NW.,—to be 
razed) is furnished this department without cost. Therefore, there is no pro- 
vision in our budget for heating or maintenance. The estimated $9,000 per annum 
would provide $5,000 for fuel, $3,000 for a CPC-4 employee to operate furnace 
and $1,000 for maintenance costs. If the building site is at a location where 
heat can be provided by the central heating plant, the increase will be cut to 
$1,000 for maintenance only. 

Chief Murray. We have photographs here. 

This project has been approved by the Commissioners. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I want to say to you per- 
sonally that as an individual in the city of Washington I am very 
proud of our Police Department, and I am also very proud of the job 
you are doing. 

Chief Murray. Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We will now hear from Mr. 
Harrison again in regard to the central garage and the dog pound. 
The dog pound has just been covered, I guess. 

This deals with the central garage; does it not, Mr. Harrison? 


STATEMENT OF S. R. HARRISON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT 
OF HIGHWAYS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—Resumed 


Mr. Harrison. That is correct, it does deal with the central garage. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That is $2,540,000 item 2 
Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Beaty. Mr. Harrison presented one of the best and most 
comprehensive road programs I cans heard for a good many years, 
and I have seen a few in my time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It made a deep impression on 
me, I will say that. 

Mr. Harrison. I will be very brief. 

The District of Columbia now occupies as its headquarters for the 
central garage property constructed in 1914, I believe by the Ford 
Motor Co. That was constructed without too much thought given 
to modern facilities. The original elevators are no longer usable. 
They were 16 feet in length, probably for model-T Fords, I believe. 

There has been a new elevator constructed on one end of the build- 
ing which does suffice to take cars up to the upper floors. It is very 
unsatisfactory. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is this the garage solely for 
the Highway Department ? , 

Mr. Harrison, No, sir; it is not for the Highway Department. It 
is for the maintenance and upkeep of approximately 500 automobiles 
belonging to the District of Columbia, operating from the general 
fund, and not the highway fund. The operation of the garage is a 
function of the Department of Highways. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Does this include all of the 
equipment of the Highway Department ? 

Mr. Harrison. No, sir; none of the equipment is Highway De- 
partment equipment. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What are the 500 automo- 
biles stored for ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. The Police Department is the largest owner of auto- 
mobiles that are maintained there. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do they have their own re- 
pair department ? 

Mr. Harrison. They are maintained at the central garage. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Who else uses it? 

Mr. Harrison. Other departments of the government, such as Wel- 
fare and all the other departments who have automobiles not in suf- 
ficient number to maintain their own repair departments are repaired 
at this garage. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have a separate 
garage for the Highway Department, alone ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. For the maintenance of those 
vehicles ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is not included in this 
item of the central garage. 

Mr. Harrison. No, it is not included. 

Representative Harris. Is this for both maintenance and storage? 

Mr. Harrison. We can store there. We are short in storage space. 
We can store about 88 vehicles. We have a need to store about 200 
that are now stored at other departments. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Would that eliminate some 
of these other operations of smaller garages for the District, or does 
this superimpose on what is already existing ? 

Mr. Harrison. I would say if anything it would tend to confine the 
repair to this central garage, because it would put in a modern build- 
ing, and the operation would be more efficient. I think there would be 
less tendency to do their own minor repair work. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have you finished with your 
presentation ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. That is all that is necessary, except to urge upon the 
committee the necessity of this building. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. This has been approved by 
the District Commissioners ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 
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Representative Auten of California. Have there been any studies 
made as to whether the cost of having the vehicles repaired by the au- 
tomobile concerns that sell them to the District and the cost to the Dis. 
trict itself, with a view in mind of whether it might be cheaper that 
way, having it done at an automobile concern ? 

Mr. Harrison. Do you mean the cost figure? Do you mind if I ask 
Mr. Emmons, the Superintendent of the central garage that question’! 

Representative ALLEN of California. No, I don’t mind. 

Mr. Emmons. I do not believe that would be more economical. Last 
year our statistical report on maintenance was 0.045 per mile. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What does that mean? Is 
that the cost ? 

Mr. Emmons. That is the cost, everything. 

Representative Atten of California. Did that figure charge into 
the cost any equivalent cost that a private concern might have for taxes 
or capital outlay ? 

Mr. Emmons. No, it does not. 

Representative ALLEN of California. No rental? 

Mr. Emmons. No. 

Representative Auten of California. That is all; thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Representative Harris. Do I understand this building costs about 
$2.500.000 ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. That would be the initial construction of 
the basement, first, second, and third floors. That will be so designed 
that other floors can be added at a later time for warehouse purposes 

The top floor would be for warehouse purposes. 

Representative Harris. Do you have two of them there ? 

Mr. Harrison. No, the need devoted to garage purposes are the base- 
ment, the first floor, and the second floor. 

The top floor of the initial construction will be warehouse. 

Representative Harris, That is one that costs $2,500,000? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. And what is the other one, up above there 
on the chart? 

Mr. Harrison. These are added floors later to this structure. 

Representative Harris. Which is not in the plan now? 

Mr. Harrison. That is correct. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 
tions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Harrison, we appreciate the opportunity of testifying. 

Is Mr. Press here? I notice that you have a small item of $46,420,- 
000 for installing sewers. Can you dispose of that in less than 30 
minutes, do you think? 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And General Prentiss, I no- 
tice you are down for a summarizing statement. Are you going to 
waive that? 

General Prentiss. I do not think any summarization is needed. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Press, we will not put 
you on now. We will recess at this time until 2 o’ciock, and we still 

ave Mr. Fowler and Mr. Martin to be heard from. 
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So, I imagine we will need all the time we can squeeze in for them. 

I am hopeful that we will have all the subcommittees here then 
because I know his testimony is very important in this project. I do 
not want to eliminate you, General Prentiss. 

General Prentiss. I feel that the program has been worked up and 
refined to a point where this actually represents our immediate min- 
imum needs and the program is a flexible one, and we ere to seek 
your approval on a year-by-year basis, after we have had an oppor- 
tunity each year to review it. 

We are not asking approval of any specific projects, but are laying 
this before you as the scope of the program. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And the general scope of the 
program has been revised and you do approve that part of the pro- 
gram which has been presented, and which, with the exception of Mr. 
Press’ testimony, will conclude the entire program ? 

General Prentiss. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We have, however, the fiscal 
aspect of the program by Mr. Fowler, and then Mr. Martin will go 
into the tax part of it. 

The committee will now recess until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 20 p. m., the committee recessed until 2 p. m. of 
the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


(At the expiration of the recess, the subcommittees reconvened at 
9 
2 p. m.) 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will be in 
order. It is 2 o’clock. 

Mr. Press, you may proceed with your statement as to the storm 
sewers. 


STATEMENT OF EMILE A. PRESS, DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY 
ENGINEERING, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Press. I will use notes. I think it will make it faster, and 
eliminate about half of it, so that will cut the time down. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very good. 

You have a copy of the statement for the reporter ? 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir; I will see that he gets two copies. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Good. 

(The prepared statement submitted by Mr. Press is as follows :) 
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STORM-WATER SEWER SYSTEM 


The storm-water drainage problem in the District of Columbia is serious and 
widespread. It is not confined to any one section of the city. It affects all types 
of property, both public and private, ranging from modest homes and corner stores 
to office buildings and shops in the high-rent district. Also included are apart- 
ments and homes in exclusive sections of town. In addition to damaging real 
estate and personal property, floods have been responsible for extensive damage to 
automobiles and have completely blocked some of our principal traffic arteries for 
long periods of time. The absence of adequate storm-water facilities is re- 
sponsible for repeated and continuing damage to street pavements. 

Difficulties in the several sections of the city may, in general, be attributed to 
three causes: (1) inability to complete installation; (2) the complete lack of 
facilities; and (3) to the fact that existing lines are not large enough to provide 
service during heavy rains. All types are represented by the program now under 
consideration. 

Up to the time of World War I, intense development of the District had been 
largely restricted to the area south of Florida Avenue and drainage facilities 
had kept pace with building operations. However, beginning with World War I 
and extending through the depression period to the present, the growth of the city 
has been phenomenal and building operations have extended to every corner of 
the District. Since most of the new areas were sewered on the separate system, 
the Commissioners were able to provide sanitary service. However, funds for 
construction of the large-sized storm-water sewers were not sufficient to enable 
this type of service to keep pace with building operations and only the most essen- 
tial installations were made. As a result we have many areas partially served 
by storm-water sewers in which drainage conditions are bad. 


Example 


Vicinity of Connecticut Avenue and Albemarle Street NW.: main line in Con- 
necticut Avenue constructed in 1933 ; secondary lines in streets to westward post- 
poned. Result: Surface waters from long slopes to westward flow to Connecticut 
Avenue, cannot enter basins and therefore flow across surface to Albemarle Street 
and to low point in Connecticut Avenue (at Best & Co. store). 

In certain sections of the city the sewers required for storm-water drainage 
are of a size and length necessitating funds beyond anything available to the 
District in the past, and, as a result, we have extensively improved areas com- 
pletely lacking storm-drainage facilities. In the absence of sewers, surface waters 
have been discharged into watercourses traversing the area. Because of the 
tendency to start developments on ground at higher elevations, this method of 
storm-water disposal was initially acceptable, although not ideal. During recent 
years buildings have encroached on the flood plains of these streams and have 
been damaged when heavy rains caused the streams to overflow their banks. 
The condition is aggravated by the paving of streets, etc., causing larger than 
natural flows to the streams. 

Examples 


Watts Branch Area: This is an area of more than 2,300 acres in the far north- 
east section of the District which drains into the stream known as Watts Branch 
and thence to the Anacostia River. Looking toward the most economical method 
of handling this problem, the District requested the then National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission to acquire the stream valley as a part in which the 
stream might be maintained. Plans called for straightening and widening the 
stream and paving its bottom. This park was acquired between 1988 and 1950 
at a cost of about $194,000. 

In 1941, relief labor was used to improve a short section of the stream. 
Before the work progressed to any appreciable extent, all such labor was with- 
drawn for reassignment to defense projects and no further construction has 
been undertaken. 

The problem in this area is particularly severe, since the stream and the area 
for some distance beyond park limits is at a low elevation with little slope. 
Where the stream leaves its banks it usually covers a relatively wide area. 
Many of the dwellings affected are of frame construction and suffer heavy dam- 
age when water rises above the first floor level. It is both disagreeable: and 
unhealthy living in these places while they dry out after the floods have receded. 
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A further dangerous complication is the sandy nature of the soil along the 
route of Watts Branch. Because of the lack of cohesion the soil is constantly 
being eroded as the stream changes its course. In places where it is located 
on private property or has cut beyond the limits of park property, the stream 
has threatened to undermine the foundations of buildings. The expense of pro- 
tecting their property is something that many of the owners can ill afford. 

This problem is one of long standing and conditions have not improved since 
the first land for park purposes was acquired in 1938. 

Winkledoodle Creek, which extends along Southern Avenue between South 
Capitol and Chesapeake Streets, presents a problem similar to that in Watts 
Branch, It is a relatively new situation inasmuch as development of the area 
has taken place over the last several years. Unless corrected, this already 
serious condition will become much worse as the drainage area undergoes further 
development. 

Another similar condition exists along Rockwood Parkway in the northwest 
section of town. 

Marshall Heights in the vicinity of 50th Street and Central Avenue SE., 
must be supplied with storm-water sewers in order that streets may be graded 
and paved. Property owners in this section have made real headway toward 
improving living conditions and the District has a strong moral obligation to 
assist them in their effort. These sewers will also play an important part in 
controlling surface waters which, in the absence of sewers, are bound to affect 
the new roadway of East Capitol Street, soon to be paved. 

In other sections of the city, primarily in the older downtown areas which 
have been completely sewered, the lines do not have sufficient capacity to handle 
present-day flows. 

This deficiency may not be attributed to any one factor, but is due to a com- 
bination of circumstances involving advances in engineering and changes in the 
physical characteristics of the city. 

A large number of the sewers in these areas were constructed about SO or 
more years ago and “just growed.” A number are located in the beds of old 
streams which were enclosed in conduits constructed without too much regard 
for the needs of a growing city. In other instances, the meager engineering data 
available indicate clearly that the initial construction was improperly sized 
according to present-day standards. 

The development of Washington into a city of large buildings and wide streets 
has not helped our sewers. In the “good old days,” streets were only wide 
enough for horse-drawn vehicles and many were paved with stone and wood 
block. Much of the city now occupied by big commercial buildings and apart- 
ments was residential in character, and was developed with deep front lawns 
and large rear and side gardens. Many large estates were in the area. These 
improvements absorbed much of the rainfall and kept it from ever reaching the 
sewers. In heavier rains they retarded the flow so as to ease the load on the 
sewer system, Today there is little absorption and there is little to retard 
flows. In other words, any properly designed installation of 1870-80 could not 
possibly be adequate for today’s use. 

Many of the sewers in question carry sanitary sewage in addition to storm- 
water. The presence of sewage in the water which floods streets and basements 
in many locations may be regarded as a health menace. 


Examples 


Piney Branch drainage area: This area includes Petworth, Manor Park, and 
portions of Takoma Park. While not among the oldest sections of the city, the 
problem is essentially that previously outlined. 

The first sewers in this section were installed shortly after 1900 when no one 
would have anticipated the intense development which has taken place. Efforts 
to provide relief did not prove adequate and in 1946 work was started on addi- 
tional sewers for the area. Since then about $3.1 million worth of new sewers 
have been completed or started. An additional $2.475 million is available or au- 
thorized. The program under consideration contemplates additional expendi- 
tures to provide relief. 

Residents of this area have contended with this condition for many years. 
Several times each year they have seen their basements flooded with damage to 
personal property and equipment such as oil burners and electric washers and 
dryers. Some have taken precautions to prevent sewage backing up through 
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plumbing lines only to find themselves flooded by water flowing across the surface 
and entering their homes through basement windows. 

We have reports that homes in the affected areas have depreciated about 
$2,000 each and that loan companies will not lend as much on these houses as 
on other comparable homes in the vicinity. 

In one instance, stormwater unable to get into a sewer flowed across the sur- 
face in such a way as to cause the basement wall of a house to collapse. In 
another, a woman was rescued from drowning by an off-duty policeman. 

Slash Run area: This is one of the older portions of the city and is in the 
vicinity of Connecticut Avenue and L Street NW. 

With the commercializing of Connecticut Avenue a number of streets, includ- 
ing the avenue, were widened and many large homes replaced by structures 
occupying the entire lot. 

Overcharged sewers have been responsible for numerous floods over a period 
of time. As further intense redevelopment takes place, the drainage situation 
will become progressively worse. 

Attention is called to the fact that the stormwater sewers included in this 
program are essential to the well-being of the city. Under no conditions may 
they be regarded as frills. Installation of the sewers will correct some of our 
most serious problems but will leave many yet to be completed in subsequent 
vears. 

1. Palisades, $585,000 


(This area is in the northwest section of the city on both sides of MacArthur 
Boulevard between Foxhall and Loughboro Roads.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. The 
entire area has reached the point of its development where it is necessary to 
provide adequate control of surface drainage by constructing storm-water catch 
basins and sewers. The largest portion of the trunk storm-water sewers in this 
area have been constructed ; however, many relatively minor extensions should 
be made to reduce the volume of water flowing over the surface of streets in 
times of heavy rains. 

Major project: 1,100 feet of 5-foot and 5-foot-6-inch diameter sewer, 400 feet 
of 4-foot-6-inch and 1,000 feet of 30-inch diameter sewer in 48th Place, V Street, 
and 48th Street, between Reservoir Road and W Street NW. 

2. Rockwood Parkway, $400,000 

(This area is located south of Massachusetts Avenue NW, westward from 
American University to the District line.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. This 
area is rapidly reaching the saturation point of development in deluxe-type homes 
and small estates and is almost completely without any system of storm-water 
control other than open streams and flow over street surfaces. Construction of 
trunk storm-water sewers is essential to prevent excessive erosion damage to 
streets and flooding of private property. 

Major projects: 670 feet by 12- by 5-foot sewer, 300 feet 6-foot-3-inch diameter 
sewer, 100 feet 5-foot-3-inch diameter sewer, 600 feet 4-foot-9-inch diameter 
sewer and 1,600 feet 3-foot-3-inch diameter sewer in Rockwood Parkway between 
Dalecarlia Parkway and Indian Lane at Loughboro Road; 300 feet 4-foot-3-inch 
diameter sewer, 300 feet 3-foot diameter sewer, 400 feet 30-inch diameter sewer 


and 200 feet 27-inch diameter sewer in Fordham Road, between Rockwood Park- 
way and Rodman Street. 


8. Arizona Avenue, $204,000 


(Area between Wisconsin Avenue and Foxhall Road, Potomac River and 
Nebraska Avenue. ) 

This area is served by combined system sewers, that is, both sanitary and 
storm-water are carried by a common sewer. Due to increased development in 
the area, flows reaching the main trunk sewer and several of its lateral lines 
are greater than these sewers can handle. To correct this condition, it will be 
necessary to divorce at least part of the system and thereby provide additional 
capacity for both sanitary and storm-water flows. 

Major project: 750 feet 36-inch diameter sewer, 850 feet 30-inch diameter 
sewer, and 700 feet 24-inch diameter sewer in Tunlaw Road between New Mexico 
Avenue and Watson Place, and in Watson Place, between Fulton and Garfield 
Streets. 
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j. Falls Branch, $1,174,000 

(American University Park area, vicinity of Massachusetts Avenue and 46th 
Street NW.) 

This section is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers 
In general the main line trunk storm-water sewers in this large area are approxi- 
mately 50 percent below the desired capacity to provide adequate drainage for 
the streets of this area which is almost completely developed with first-class 
homes. Construction of relief lines is essential to relieve flooding of streets 
and private property. 

Major project: 600 feet 17- by 7-foot sewer and 1,400 feet of 8-foot-3-inch 
diameter sewer in 49th Street, between Fordham Road and Chesapeake Street 
1,200 feet 8-foot-3-inch diameter and 600 feet 8-foot diameter sewer in Chesapeake 
Street, between 49th and 45th Streets; 1,800 feet 5-foot-9-inch diameter sewer 
in Yuma Street, between 49th and 47th Streets. 

5. Georgetown, $500,000 

(Includes the old city of Georgetown together with adjoining area to the 
north of Georgetown University.) 

This area is served by combined system sewers, that is, both sanitary and 
storm water are carried by a common sewer. 

The town of Georgetown was incorporated in 1789, and at the time of the 
creation of the District of Columbia, of which it became a part, it had a popu 
lation of 2,993. Many of its sewers were built so long ago that there are no 
records of their construction and a large portion of them are badly in need of 
replacement both due to inadequate size and obsolescence. The estimate in 
cluded is for merely a start of the replacement and relocation of the largest 
trunk sewer. 

Major project: 350 feet 11-foot diameter, 800 feet 10-foot-6-inch diameter, 
300 feet 10-foot diameter and 350 feet 8-foot diameter in Potomac Street, between 
the Potomac River and N Street. 


6. Connecticut Avenue (Cleveland Park), $640,000 

(Large area centered on Connecticut Ave. and extending from Naval Observa 
tory to Ellicott Street.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. The 
entire area has reached the point of its development where it is necessary to 
provide adequate control of surface drainage by constructing additional storm- 
water catch basins and sewers. The largest portion of the trunk storm-water 
sewers in this area has been constructed; however, many relatively minor 
extensions should be made to reduce the volume of water flowing over the surface 
of streets in times of heavy rains and causing erosion of streets and drainage 
to private property. 

Major projects: 900 feet 36-inch diameter sewer, 500 feet 30-inch diameter 
sewer in Connecticut Avenue, between Yuma and Van Ness Streets; 1,200 feet 
3-foot-6-inch diameter sewer, 800 feet 3-foot diameter sewer in right-of-way of 
square 1299, between open stream in Dumbarton Oaks Park and Wisconsin 
Avenue just north of R Street. 


7. Nevada Avenue, $995,000 

(This area is in the far northwest section of the city in the vicinity of Con- 
necticut Avenue and Military Road. 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. 

At the time storm-water sewers were installed in this area, all indications 
were that future development would consist of fairly widely spaced residences. 
While this has held true in the eastern section of the watershed, the western 
section has been more intensely built up than could be anticipated, especially 
along Connecticut Avenue where apartments and commercial establishments have 
taken over almost completely. As a consequence, runoffs have increased far 
in excess of that expected when sewers were designed, with an attendant over- 
charging of main and lateral lines. A careful study has been made of the 
problem involved and the estimated cost is considered a reasonable figure to 
permit the correction of the major condition which is yearly becoming more 
aggravated and must inevitably lead to further damage to public and private 
property. 

Major projects: 2,300 feet, 8-foot 3-inch diameter sewer and 2,600 feet, 4-foot 
9-inch diameter sewer in Nevada Avenue, between Linnean Avenue and Quesada 
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Street ; 2,100 feet, 5-foot diameter sewer, 400 feet, 4-foot diameter sewer, 300 feet, 
2-foot 6-inch diameter sewer in Legation Street, between Nevada Avenue and 
‘th Street. 

Pinehurst, $291,000 

(A triangular area in the northwest section lying southward of the intersection 
f Oregon Avenue (west boundary of Rock Creek Park) and Western Avenue. ) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. The 
area is similar to many others which have reached their fullest development in 
the last few years. Due to lack of funds it has been impossible to keep up with 
the growth of the community and to supply vitally needed storm-water facilities. 
The main trunk storm sewers have in general been completed; however, many 
minor lateral lines are necessary to properly intercept surface drainage. 

Major project: None. 
9, Myrtle Street, $300,000 

(Situated in the northmost corner of the District at the end of 16th Street NW.) 

rhis area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. 
The old main trunk storm-water sewer in this area has only approximately 50 
percent of the necessary capacity to properly drain the water reaching it from 
the upper portions of the drainage area. The upper regions of the area are 
lacking, to a minor extent, adequate storm-water sewers to properly intercept 
surface drainage and prevent damage through flooding of public and private 
property. 

Major projects: 800 feet, 6-foot diameter sewer in Kalmia Road, between West 
Beach Drive and Myrtle Street; 1,000 feet, 5-foot diameter sewer in Myrtle 
Street, between Kalmia Road and 16th Street. 


10. Luzon Avenue, $271,000 

(Vicinity of Army Medical Center, 16th Street and Alaska Avenue NW.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. The 
main trunk storm-water sewers in this area are in place and seem reasonably 
adequate; however, considerable relatively minor extensions are necessarily 
scheduled for this area to properly intercept storm-water drainage to prevent 
flooding of public and private property. 

Major project : 800 feet 4-foot diameter sewer in Sth Street, between Geranium 
Street and Eastern Avenue. 

11. Piney Branch, $5,726,000 

(Bounded, in general, by Soldiers’ Home on south, Blair Road on east, Rock 
Creek Parkway on west, and Takoma Park on north, and includes Petworth, 
Manor Park and a portion of Takoma Park.) 

This area is served by combined system sewers, that is, both sanitary and 
storm water are carried by a common sewer. Due to the existence of drainage 
pockets at several points in this area and the general inadequacy of sewers 
throughout its limits, this community has been subjected for many years to 
severe flooding with attendant heavy property damage. As a result of this 
flooding, property values in many instances have been depreciated. To correct 
this condition requires the construction of a main relief sewer from the vicinity 
of 16th and Randolph Streets to 5th and Ingraham Streets NW., with several 
lateral lines in Kansas Avenue, 3d Street and other adjacent streets and avenues, 
The lower section of this relief is now under construction. 

Due to the fact that sewers serving the area are of the combined system type, 
flooding not only causes property damage but presents a very real health hazard. 
Relief from this situation is considered of prime importance and must be un- 
dertaken as expediently as is possible. 

Major projects: 600 feet, 14 feet 6 inches in diameter; 1,400 feet, 14-foot diam- 
eter; 1,200 feet, 11-foot diameter; and 850 feet, 9-foot diameter in Kansas 
Avenue, between 8th and 3d Streets. 650 feet, 13-foot diameter and 250 feet, 12- 
foot diameter in 5th Street, between Kansas Avenue and Ingraham Street; 
3,000 feet, 7 feet 9 inches in diameter sewer in 3d Street, between Kansas Avenue 
and Oglethorpe Street, and in Oglethorpe Street, between 3d and 2d Streets; 
2,100 feet, 6 feet 9 inches in diameter sewer in 2d Street, between Oglethorpe 
Street and Blair Road. 1,100 feet, 6 feet 6 inches in diameter; and 900 feet, 6-foot 
diameter sewer in Blair Road, between 2d and Aspen Streets; 1,200 feet, 7-foot 
diameter in 9th and 8th Streets, between Ingraham and Madison Streets: 500 
feet, 6 feet 9 inches in diameter ; 1,100 feet, 6 feet 3 inches in diameter ; 400 feet, 
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6-foot diameter, 400 feet, 5 feet 6 inches; and 400 feet, 5 feet 3 inches in Sth 
Street, between Madison and Sheridan Streets; 3,500 feet stream channelization 
in Piney Branch Parkway, between Rock Creek and 17th Street. 1,200 feet 5-foot 
diameter in Spring Road, between 13th Street and New Hampshire Avenue. 
12. Mount Pleasant, $300,000 

(In northwest section of the intersection of 16th and Harvard Streets 

This area is served by combined system sewers, that is, both sanitary ar 
storm water are carried by one sewer. Large portions of this area changed 
in the last few years from residential construction to apartments with the 
attendant increase runoff due to higher density of population. Some trunk- 
sewer construction is necessary to provide relief of certain overcharged sewers 
which are also obsolete or structurally overaged and a considerable number 
of catch basins are needed to properly intercept surface drainage. 

Major project: 1,100 feet, 36-inch diameter; 400 feet, 30-inch diameter; and 
300 feet, 24-inch diameter in Park Road, between Piney Branch Park 
18th Street. 


13. Northwest boundary, $3,305,000. 

(Contiguous to 16th Street and Florida Avenue NW.) 

This area is served by combined system sewers among the oldest still func 
tioning, many having been constructed as early as 1872. Due to structural 
failures, obsolescence, and inadequacy, both main and lateral lines must be 
replaced and/or supplemented. The size of the main trunk and density 
construction in this highly developed area requires any replacements to 
done in large units to be financially practicable. 

Major projects: 850 feet, 10-foot diameter in 23d and 22d Streets, between 
Rock Creek Park and Q Streets; 2,100 feet, 10-foot diameter sewer in Q Street, 
between 18th and 22d Streets; 1,600 feet, 9-foot, 6-inch diameter, 300 feet, 9-foot 
diameter; 650 feet, 8-foot, 6-inch diameter; and 550 feet, 6-foot diameter in 
New Hampshire Avenue, between 18th and V Streets; 1,000 feet, 6-foot diameter 
in V Street, between New Hampshire Avenue and 14th Street. 

14. Slash Run, $3,001,000. 

(In the northwest section in the vicinity of Connecticut Avenue and L Street.) 

This area.is served by combined system sewers. Conditions in this area are 
similar to those in the northwest boundary area. The same large-scale replace- 
ment and relief work must be undertaken at the earliest possible time. 

Major projects: 550 feet, 11-foot diameter sewer in New Hampshire Ave 
nue, between Pennsylvania Avenue and L Streets; 1,200 feet, 11-foot diameter, 
950 feet, 10-foot, 6-inch diameter, 1,450 feet, 10-foot diameter, 950 feet, 9-foot, 
6-inch diameter ; and 350 feet, 5-foot diameter in L Street, between New Hamp- 
shire Avenue and 14th Street; 900 feet, 5-foot, 6-inch diameter in 16th Street, 
between L and M Streets. 


15. Easby Point, $1,488,000 


(In downtown northwest section adjoining the White House on the north, east, 
and west.) 

This area is served by combined system sewers, that is, both sanitary and 
stormwater are carried by one sewer. The conditions in this area are similar 
to the Slash Run and northwest boundary areas and the main trunkline here is 
the outlet for the main proposed trunkline of the Slash Run area and must neces- 
sarily be constructed in advance of work in the Slash Run area. The major 
project in this area must also be constructed prior to the installation of the ap- 
proach roadway to the proposed E Street bridge crossing at the Potomac River. 

Major project: 730 feet of twin 8 foot by 7 foot sewer, 1,500 feet 12 foot di- 
ameter sewer and 900 feet 11-foot diameter sewer in New Hampshire Avenue, 
between Potomac River and Pennsylvania Avenue. 


16. B Street and New Jersey Arenue, $3,350,000. 

(This area extends to the north and south of that part of Constitution Avenue 
between New Jersey Avenue and 25th Street NW.) 

This area is served by combined system sewers. The main trunk sewer in 
this area is one of the major sewers serving the northwest section of the city and 
carries all the sanitary flow from almost one-half of the District as well as the 
sanitary flow from Maryland which enters the District at many points along 
Western Avenue. This main trunk sewer is old and in need of structural repairs 
as well as being inadequate to handle the greatly increased combined system flow 
reaching it as a result of increased city development in recent years. 
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Major project: 7.500 feet 8 foot diameter sewer in Constitution Avenue, be- 
tween Virginia Avenue and Potomac Parkway, and in Potomac Parkway and 
°Tth Street, between Connecticut Avenue and K Street. 


17. Washington Channel, $145,000. 

(This area is in the southwest section of the city and includes the Maine 
Avenne waterfront. ) 

This area is served by combined system sewers. This is one of the older 
sections of the city and a large number of the sewers are in need of major re- 
pair or replacement; however, the only contemplated construction in this area 
as part of this program is the construction of the regular chamber and tide 
vates on existing sewers in Maine Avenue and L Street SW. 

Major project: Regulator chamber and tide gates at Maine Avenue and L 
Street SW. 


21. Kansas Avenue, $225,000 


(In both the northeast and northwest sections at point where North Capitol 
Street intersects the District line.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. The 
entire area has reached the point of its development where it is necessary to 
provide adequate control of surface drainage by constructing storm-water catch 
basins and sewers. The largest portion of the trunk storm-water sewers in this 
area have been constructed: however, many relatively minor extensions should 
be made to reduce the volume of water flowing over the surface of the streets 
n times of heavy rains. 

Major projects: None. 

22, Hmerson Street, $1,207,000 
(In the northeast section of the city north and east of Catholic University.) 
This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. 

This area is rapidly developing with row houses and semidetached homes. The 

upper regions of the major portion of the area are almost completely without 

any system of storm-water control other than open streams and flow over street 
surfaces. Extension of trunk storm-water sewers and many minor lateral lines 
are essential to prevent excessive erosion damage in flooding of private property. 

Major projects: 100 feet, 7 feet 6 inches in diameter ; 800 feet, 5 feet 6 inches in 
diameter, in Kennedy Street, between Eastern Avenue and Madison Street; 1,000 
feet, 7 feet in diameter; 250 feet, 6 feet in diameter ; 600 feet, 5 feet in diameter, 
in Buchanan Street, between 10th and 6th Streets; 350 feet, 5 feet in diameter ; 
800 feet, 4 feet 6 inches in diameter: 400 feet, 4 feet 3 inches in diameter, in a 
right-of-way through Catholic University property, between 6th Street and 
Hawaii Avenue at 2d Street. 

23. Michigan Avenue Valley, $2,352,000 
(This area is in the northeast section of the city, north of Rhode Island Avenue 

and east of Catholic University.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. In 
general the main line trunk storm-water sewers in this large area are approxi- 
mately 50 percent below the desired capacity to provide adequate drainage for 
the streets of this area which is practically completely developed. Construction 
of additional storm-water sewers is essential to relieve flooding of streets and 
private property. 

Major projects : 2,350 feet, 13 feet 9 inches by 7 feet 3 inches, sewer in Varnum 
Street, between Eastern Avenue and Michigan Avenue: 1,050 feet, 8 feet by 7 
feet ; 1,000 feet, 8 feet in diameter ; and 1,000 feet, 7 feet in diameter, in Michigan 
Avenue, between Varnum and Quincy Streets; 400 feet, 11 feet in diameter: 
1,300 feet, 10 feet 9 inches in diameter; 400 feet, 10 feet 6 inches in diameter: 
400 feet, 10 feet in diameter; and 400 feet, 9 feet 9 inches in diameter, in 22d 
Street, between Eastern Avenue and Newton Street. 

24. New York Avenue, $1,288,000 
(This area is in the northeast section, south of Rhode Island Avenue, and 

includes the National Arboretum. ) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. The 
area west of Bladensburg Road is almost completely developed with commercial 
warehouses and industrial plants to a percent never contemplated when the 
existing storm-water sewers in the area were designed. The main trunklines 
are now approximately 50 percent below the desired capacity, so that heavy 
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rainfalls make rivers out of the main arterial streets. Construction of additiona 
trunk storm-water sewers in New York Avenue and West Virginia Avenue 
essential to provide relief from damage to private property. 

Major projects: 800 feet, 7 feet 9 inches in diameter ; 450 feet, 7 feet 6 inches 
in diameter: and 350 feet, 6 feet in diameter, in New York Avenue, between 
Bladensburg Road and 16th Street; 100 feet, 6 feet in diameter; 400 feet, 5 feet 
9 inches in diameter: and 300 feet, 5 feet 3 inches in diameter, in West Virginia 
Avenue, between New York Avenue and 15th Street; 250 feet, 4 feet 6 inches 
diameter ; 400 feet, 4 feet in diameter ; 350 feet, 3 feet in diameter; and 350 feet, 
30 inches in diameter, in 33d Street, between V Street and South Dakota Avenue 
1,700 feet, 20 feet by 10 feet, in 26th Street, between New York Avenue and thx 
National Arboretum. 

25. Polk Street, $1, 345,000 

(This area is in the northeast section, east of the Anacostia River and nort} 
of Sheriff Road.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers 
This area is served by a few small lateral lines now discharging in a large open 
stream on private property. It is necessary to construct the main trunklin 
from the Anacostia River to the vicinity of 50th and Nash Streets, involving 
the acquisition of rights-of-way and construction of a tunnel section under th« 
Pennsylvania and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroads. A portion of this work 
will have to be done in advance of the Kenilworth Freeway development. Th 
presence of the main open stream in this area contributes to the widespread 
flooding of private property with every severe rainstorm. 

Major projects: 1,100 feet, 16 feet by 18 feet, in Polk Street, between Kenil 
worth Avenue and Minnesota Avenue, to 50th and Nash Streets; 350 feet, 9 feet 
6 inches in diameter; 850 feet, 7 feet 9 inches in diameter; and 300 feet, 6 feet 
6 inches in diameter, in Nash Street, between 50th Street and EBastern Avenue 
950 feet, 4 feet in diameter: and 650 feet, 33 inches in diameter, in Minnesota 
Avenue, between Nash and 44th Streets. 


26. Watts Branch, $3,007,000 

(This area is in the northeast section, east of the Anacostia River, south of 
Sheriff Road, and north of Central Avenue and Fort Mahan Park.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers 
This valley contains one of the larger open streams in the city. It is planned 
to control the stream by major dredging, widening, and straightening, after 
which the banks and bottom will be lined with concrete. The major portion 
of the stream bed will be dredged in park property which has been acquired fo 
this specific use. In addition to the dredging operations, many lateral storm 
water sewers are necessary to provide adequate street drainage for control of 
erosion. These cannot be constructed until their outlet, which would be the 
dredged stream, is completed. 

Major projects: 1,100 feet, 22 by 40 by 9 feet; 2,800 feet, 20 feet 6 inches by 
88 by 9 feet ; 1,700 feet, 20 by 38 by 9 feet ; 2,100 feet, 19 feet by 36 feet by 8 feet 
6 inches (all open channel); 1,000 feet, 32 by 8 feet, rectangular sewer; 2,800 
feet, 15 feet by 32 feet by 8 feet 6 inches; 800 feet, 7 by 23 by 8 feet; 700 feet, 
6 by 22 by 8 feet (all open channel), in Watts Branch Parkway, between Ana 
costia River and Southern Avenue. 


27. Piney Run, $996,000 


(This area is in the northeast section, east of the Anacostia River, south 
of Central Avenue and Fort Mahan Park, and north of East Capitol Street.) 

This area is served by separate system storm-water and sanitary sewers. The 
upper reaches of this area, principally Marshall Heights, are without any storm- 
water sewers. A portion of the lower section requires construction of a main 
trunk storm-water sewer to eliminate a large open stream on private property 

Major project: S00 feet 8 feet in diameter and 500 feet 7 feet 6 inches in 
diameter in United States Reservation 653 and Blaine Street, between 41st 
Street and Benning Road; 1,000 feet 7 feet 6 inches in diameter in Benning 
Road, between Blaine Street and 45th Street; 400 feet 6 feet 3 inches in 
diameter, 700 feet 6 feet in diameter: 200 feet 5 feet 4 inches in diameter, and 
500 feet 5 feet 3 inches in diameter in Central Avenue, between East Capitol 
Street and 53d Place ; 250 feet 4 feet 6 inches in diameter, 500 feet 3 feet 3 inches 
in diameter, 500 feet 3 feet in diameter and 250 feet 30 inches in diameter, 
in 53d Street, between Central Avenue and Drake Place. 
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28. Bast Capitol Street, 33,760,000 

(This area is in the southeast section of Washington, east of Anacostia, south 
of East Capitol Street, and Marshall Heights, and north of Ridge Road.) 

This area is served by separate storm-water and sanitary sewers. The large 
runoff from this area causes serious flooding in the Piney Run area where it now 
temporarily discharges. A large portion of the main trunk storm-water sewer 
is now under construction and being built with the new East Capitol Bridge and 
grade-separation structures between the Anacostia River and Benning Road 
The construction of the main trunk sewer will remove 2 large streams from the 
Viney Run area and will be a major factor in providing adequate service in the 
two areas. Many minor extensions are needed in the upper reaches of the area 
to intercept surface water. 

Major project: 3,400 feet 11-foot sewer in East Capitol Street, between Burns 
Street and Benning Road; 1,500 feet 9 feet 6 inches in diameter, 900 feet 9 feet 
in diameter, and 900 feet 6 inches in diameter in Benning Road, between 
Kast Capitol and G Streets (proposed) ; 1,100 feet 7 feet and 800 feet 6 feet 3 
inches in G Street (proposed), between Benning Road and Southern Avenue. 


29. EBly’s Run, $250,000. 

(This area is in the southeast section, east of Anacostia River, south of East 
Capitol and Burns Streets, and north of Ely Place.) 

This area is served by separate storm water and sanitary sewers. The major 
project in this area consists of a storm-water outlet sewer between the Anacostia 
River and the terminus of existing sewers which discharge into open stream 
which is badly restricted by culverts at several points. Flooding has been fre- 
quent and severe due to these culverts and can only be prevented in the future 
by the provision of an adequate storm-water outlet. 

Major project: 1,000 feet of 7 feet in diameter sewer between Anacostia River 
and the intersection of 34th and C Streets southeast. 


30. Anacostia, $3,017,000 

(This area is in the southeast section, east of Anacostia River, west of Ala 
bama Avenue, and south of Fort Dupont Park.) 

Some portions of this area are served by separate system sanitary and storm- 
water sewers while the older developed portion is served by combined system 
sewers. Many of the sewers serving this large area have been in existence for 
50 years. At the time of their installation all indications were that future 
development would be far less intensive than has proved the case. As a conse- 
quence, these sewers are in most cases, wholly inadequate to care for the flows 
reaching them and must be supplemented to prevent frequent and serious over- 
charging. Considerable repair or replacement work is necessary due to struc- 
tural deterioration, especially near the river outlet sections of these sewers. 
In addition extension of several trunk stormwater sewers are necessary to 
remove open streams from private property. 

Major projects : 850 feet 5 feet 6 inches in diameter, 600 feet 5 feet in diameter 
and 650 feet 4 feet 9 inches in diameter in O Street, between 30th Street and 
Pennsylvania Avenue; divorcement of approximately 700 existing houses and the 
construction of more than 10,000 feet of sewer to provide relief of overcharged 
combined system sewers. 


31. Oxon Run, $2,391,000 

(This area is in the southeast section, east of Alabama Avenue and Bolling 
Air Field Base, and west of Southern Avenue.) 

This area is served by separate stormwater and sanitary sewer systems. 
During recent years a large portion of this area which was hitherto open coun- 
try, has been subjected to intense housing development. As a consequence, run- 
offs have been increased and small open streams are no longer available to 
carry drainage as heretofore. It is now necessary to construct a large number 
of stormwater sewers to enable water to reach Oxon Run stream without causing 
severe flooding of streets and private property. 

Major projects: 800 feet 17 feet by 6 feet and 1,900 feet 11 feet diameter 
sewers in Southern Avenue, between Barnaby Road and Chesapeake Street ; 600 
feet 4 feet 6 inches in diameter, 900 feet 3 feet 6 inches in diameter and 600 feet 
30 inches in diameter sewers in Sixth Street, between Southern Avenue and 
Brandywine Street; 1,100 feet 5 feet 6 inches in diameter and 1,200 feet 5 feet 
3 inches in diameter in Barnaby Road, between Seuthern Avenue and Chesapeake 
Street; 400 feet 4 feet in diameter, 500 feet 30 inches in diameter, 500 feet 27 
inches in diameter, and 600 feet 24 inches in diameter in 13th Street, between 
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Oxon Run and Southern Avenue; 450 feet 4 feet 9 inches in diameter, 500 feet 
36 inches in diameter, 500 feet 30 inches in diameter, and 400 feet 27 inches in 
diameter in Seventh Street at Oxon Run and Savannah Street. 

39. Advance of paving, $2,420,000 

(Various locations throughout the District of Columbia.) 

This item provides for the construction of storm-water sewers and catch basins 
to be installed in advance of highway and street improvements not yet listed 

For many years it has been the practice to coordinate our work with that of 
the Department of Highways and construct sewers and catch basins prior to 
the paving of streets. This procedure is highly desirable since it eliminates the 
necessity of cutting pavements, once they are laid, and prevents interference 
with the heavy traffic on major arterial highways. In addition, the cost of 
sewer construction is kept at a minimum since the need for restoring pavement 
cuts is obviated. 

While the listed items in this program will care for expected major sewer 
installations in advance of paving, it has been our experience that many minor 
extensions are also required. To care for these and for catch basins and con 
nections, request is made for the sum indicated above. 

,0. Miscellaneous relief and replacement sewers, $1,487,000. 

(Various locations in the District of Columbia.) 

In addition to the type of major projects which are specifically anticipated 
and provided for under the preceding items, it must be recognized that, in a 
system comprised of some 1,500 miles of sewers of ages up to and exceeding 100 
years, there will develop minor or local failures and deficiencies which must be 
provided for annually. Such failures may be spectacular in that they cause 
eaveins of streets with attendant hazards to other utility structures and to 
abutting buildings, or they may become manifest in flooding or backing up of 
sewage upstream from the defect. In any event, the means must be available 
to make repairs and restore service and, since the failures are not specifically 
predictable, it is necessary to lump them as a category under this item. 

(A chart, Key Man of Reference Areas for Sanitary and Storm- 
water Program, 1955-64, faces p. 74.) 

Mr. Press. The storm-water drainage problem in the District of 
Columbia is serious and widespread. It is not confined to any one 
section of the city. It affects all types of property, both public and 
private, ranging from modest homes and corner stores to office build- 
ings and shops in the high-rent district. 

It also includes apartments and homes in the exclusive sections of 
the city. 

In addition to damaging real estate and personal property, floods 
have been responsible for extensive damage to automobiles and have 
completely blocked some of our principal traffic arteries for long 
periods of time. 

The absenec of adequate drainage facilities is responsible for re- 
peated and continuous damage to street pavements. 

To give you an idea of how widespread this flooding is, I have this 
map, indicated in red, of some of our most serious problems. 

Now, I don’t want to convey the idea that every street and every 
house in those areas is flooded, but is more to indicate the areas in 
which most of the trouble takes place. 

In some places there is both roadway and house flooding; in others 
there is one type or the other, but the point of it is, it is widespread 
throughout the whole city. It isn’t confined to any one location. 

Difficulties in the several sections of the city may, in general, be 
classified as those caused by our inability to complete installations due 
to the lack of funds, those where installations are completely lacking, 
and the fact that existing lines are not large a to provide service 
during heavy rains, and all types are represented by this program. 
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Up to the time of World War I intensive development of the District 
had been largely restricted to the area south of Florida Avenue, and 
drainage facilities had kept pace with builidng operations. 

However, beginning with World War I, extending through the 
depression period to the present, the growth of the city has been 
phenomenal, and building operations have extended to every corner 
of the District. 

Since most of the new areas were sewered on the separate system— 
that is, they hade one sewer to take care of the sanitary flow and the 
other for storm water—the Commissioners were able to provide sani- 
tary service, but the funds for constructing the large-sized storm- 
water sewers were not sufficient to enable this type of service to keep 
pace with building operations, and only the most essential installa- 
tions were made. 

As a result, we have many areas partially served by storm-water 
sewers, in which the drainage conditions are bad. 

In certain other sections of the city the sewers required for storm- 
water drainage are the size and length necessitating funds beyond 
anything available to the District in the past; and, as a result, we have 
extensively improved areas completely lacking storm-water drainage 
facilities. 

In the absence of sewers, surface waters have discharged into water 
courses traversing the areas. Then, because of the tendency to start 
developments on ‘ground at higher elevations, this method of storm- 
water disposal was initially acceptable, but not ideal. 

During recent years buildings have encroached on the flood plains 
of these streams, and have been damaged when heavy rains caused the 
streams to overflow their banks. 

This condition is aggravated by the paving of streets, which causes 
larger than natural flows to the streams 

Then we have the older sections of the city, primarily downtown, 
where the lines do not have sufficient capacity to handle present-day 
flows. 

This deficiency may not be attributable to any one factor, but it is 
due to a combination of circumstances involving advances in engi- 
neering and changes in the physical characteristics of the city. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you anticipate tearing 
up some of the storm-water sewers and sanitary sewers and replacing 
them ¢ 

Mr. Press. In some instances it may be necessary to do that. Where 
they have outlived their usefulness or are in defective condition, yes; 
but, by and large we would keep every sewer that can possibly be 
kept and just augument them with new lines. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. This is quite a sizable 
amount, $46,420,000. 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir; but these are the sewers that cost real money. 
Some of these lines—building 1 linear foot of it costs you $700, $800, 
$900 a foot. They are that big. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What general size would 
your storm sewers be ? 

Mr. Press. Well, there is no such thing as general size. They will 
go from anywhere down to 12- or 15-inch lines up to some—vwell, you 
can run a locomotive through them. They would be that large. 

42387—54——20 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Let me ask you this: Are 
your storm sewers separate and distinct from your sanitary sewers? 

They are not laid in the same trench ? 

Mr. Press. In some portions of the city they are separate and dis- 
tinct. 

Downtown in the old city we have one sewer that carries both sani- 
tary flow and storm-water flow, and that makes it particularly bad 
when they flood, because you get that filth carried on to the city 
streets and into the basements of the houses. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. When you install your water- 
works and your gas mains, and that sort of thing, for example, is 
your sanitary sewer, your water main, qe in the same trench, or do 
you have a separate trench for each one, or just what do you do? 

Mr. Press. We have separate trenches pt each. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. For each one. 

Mr. Press. It is not good policy to put them in the same trench. 
Then, as far as the gas mains and things are concerned, that is a 
private utility. The District does not lay them at all. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. But they lay them in a sep- 
arate trench ? 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratt. What type of pipe do you use for sewerage? Vitri- 
fied ? 

Mr. Press. Vitrified clay pipe for the smaller sizes; concrete pipe 
for the larger sizes, and in some cases we pour concrete. In a mono- 
lithic job we pour the concrete right in the trench. 

Senator Beaty. Will concrete carry sanitation ? 

Mr. Press. We generally do not use the concrete for sanitary sewers. 

Senator Beaux. But will it carry it? 

Mr. Press. Some cities use it extensively. We have never seen our 
way yet to do that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Because of seepage? Is that 
the situation ? 

Mr. Press. It is a case of the chemical action in the sewage on the 
concrete. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right; go ahead, Mr. 
Press. 

Mr. Press. A large number of the sewers in the downtown area 
were constructed 80 or more years ago, and a number are located 
in the beds of old streams, which were enclosed in conduits con- 
structed without too much regard for the growing needs of the city. 

In other instances the meager engineering data available indicate 
clearly that the initial construction was improperly sized according 
to present-day standards. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What is the lifetime of your 
sewers? 

You speak of these old sewers. What is the engineering experience 
of the lifetime of those? 

Mr. Press. The sewers we build today we regard as 100-year lines. 

Others that were built—many of the old ones—will last that long; 
others will not. They were not of the same type of construction. 

Our system is now reaching the age where some of these old lines 
are now beginning to go bad, and this program does include something 
for the replacement of the old sewers. 
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The development of Washington into a city of large buildings and 
wide streets has not helped our sewers. 

In the good old days the streets were only wide enough for horse- 
drawn vehicles, and many were paved with stone and wood block. 

Much of the city now occupied by big commercial buildings and 
developments was residential in character, was developed with deep 
front lawns, and large rear and side gardens. 

Many large estates were in the area. 

These improvements absorbed much of the rainfall and kept it 
from ever reaching the sewers. In heavier rains they retarded the 
flow so as to ease the load on the sewer system. 

Today there is little absorption and there is little to retard the 
flow. 

In other words, any properly designed installation of 1870 or 1880 
could not possibly be adequate for today’s use. 

To demonstrate that, I have these two photographs, area photo 
graphs, in which, with color we have indicated grassed areas. 

Now, the one here is a section out around Massachusetts Avenue, 
largely detached homes, and, as you can see at a glance, there is a lot 
of grass there. That is an ideal condition for sewering. That grass, 
that sodded area, absorbs the water. 

On the other hand, we have the condition here at Connecticut 
Avenue and L Street, right there by the Mayflower. 

We think of Washington as having a lot of grass and lawn, but 
you can see at a glance how little we have there. 

When you change the character of the neighborhood as radically 
as that has been changed, you are bound to unbalance your sewer 
system, and that is what is happening in the downtown section. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is somewhat responsi- 
ble for these flash floods? 

Mr. Press. Yes; that is directly responsible for the flash floods, 
because there is nothing to hold the water back. It comes down on 
you as fast as anything. 

Now, many of these sewers in question carry sanitary sewage in 
addition to storm waters. The presence of the sewage in the water 
which floods streets and basements in many locations may be regarded 
as a health menace. 

Now, overcharged sewers have been responsible for numerous floods 
over a period of time, and as further intense redevelopment takes 
place, the drainage situation will become progressively worse. 

Now, I have here a sheet with several photographs on it. 

In this top row are three photographs that were furnished us by 
the Washington Post. They show a situation at Benning Road and 
Minnesota Avenue NE. 

Here we have the water just coming down the street and flooding 
across this area into a low spot in back of a shopping center. 

Here we have the low spot. 

That is the last of probably 70 or 80 automobiles that were caught 
in there, in that particular rain. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is that a parking lot? 

Mr. Press. That is a parking lot. 

Here we have them aesine out one of the stores there. That is 
the first floor of a store, but there was another 5-and-10-cent store in 
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the same row here that had merchandise in the basement and they 
had water 5 feet deep standing in that place. 

Here we have a situation out in Petworth, and you can notice here 
is the fireman. Water is up to his armpits, up here. 

The manholes are open there. The manholes below. Someone 
might go down in there. 

In addition, in both of these cases, the water is polluted and that 
finds its ways into basements of the houses. 

Below, here, we have a scene from the Evening Star, furnished us 
by the Evening Star, with Bladensburg Road and New York Avenue 
tied up with flood. Water has reached the depth of 3 and 4 feet in 
that intersection. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The flooding and backing up 
of your sewers, the flooding of your basements is very much of a he valth 
problem ¢ 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That creates and adds to a 
health problem. 

Mr. ~_ That is right, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Mr. Press. This is a residential neighborhood out around the vi- 
cinity of Catholic University, and here, down in the southwest area, 
a public housing project in the background, again polluted water. 

The water in these pictures and the three across the top is stone 
water. I mean rainwater with the dirt from the street in it. 

These two pictures and this one is polluted water. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What is the cause of that? 
Is that the inadequate storm sewage disposal completely, or are there 
other causes? 

Mr. Press. These pictures represent a combination of them. 

In this case, the area is partially sewered. 

Here we have sewers in the area. 

In the first instance, the sewers are not completed. We need the 
money to finish those sewers. 

In this instance the sewers are too small. 

At New York Avenue we are lacking sewers. 

In the vicinity of Catholic University we are lacking sewers. 

In this area we have outgrown the sewers. They are too small. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How often would you have 
those floods ? 

Mr. Press. Well, they are spasmodic. We have had as many as 
tand 5 in 1 year. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It would be difficult to com- 
pletely take care of some of these unusual floodings, but what you 
build for is to nearly as possible take care of them; is that not right? 

Mr. Press. That is right. 

This program will not take care of everything that we are faced 
with. It will take care of some of our worst problems, but we will not 
have an ideal system when we get through with this. 

In closing, I would like to call attention to the fact that the storm 
water sewers are essential to the well-being of the city, and those 
included in this program may not be regarded as frills. There is 
nothing fancy about them. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Allen? 
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Representative Aten of California. Mr. Press, these floods are 
not generally over the entire city, I take it? 

Mr. Press. No. Rainfall is not uniform over the entire city. These 
rains generally take place in the summertime. That is w hen we get 
our heavy rains, and the rainfall is not uniform. 

There will be a small center, and that center will suffer; and if the 
rains happen to come through a certain path—this Petworth area has 
been hit sometimes 2 and 3 times in 1 week. The rest of the city was 
not touched. Other times it is over southeast. It is not citywide at any 
one time. 

Representative ALLEN of California. I take it it is not necessarily 
noticeable in the street level ? 

Mr. Press. Not always. 

Representative Atten of California. A year or so ago the resi- 
dents up around Capitol Hill were flooded, but nobody outside of 
that. 

Mr. Press. That is right. Many of the streets do not flood, but 
there will be hundreds of houses on either side that are flooded. 

Representative Atten of California. Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have you any questions, 
Senator Beall ? 

Senator Brau. No, sir. 

Mr. Press. If I may, I would like to show you this map. 

This map in blue shows the location of the program. It indicates 
that it is a citywide program, and that we are not concentrating on 
1 or 2 isolated instances. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith, do you have any 
questions? 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Harris? 

Representative Harris. No; thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I presume this is your break- 
down that you have furnished ¢ 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You might furnish that for 
the record, also. 

Mr. Press. The breakdown is included in this statement. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. All right. 

Thank you very much. 

General Prentiss, do you or the chairman desire to make any state- 
ment at this time? 

General Prentiss. No, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Then we will proceed with 
the statement of Mr. Fowler, budget officer of the Department of Gen- 
eral Administration, to cover the fiscal aspect of the program. 

Mr. Fowler, we appreciate that your statement has always been a 
very important one and of partic ‘ular interest to the committee be- 

‘ause it involves the entire fiscal aspects of the program, the relation- 
ship between the United States and the District of Columbia and all 
other pertinent information which you may have for the benefit of 
the committee. 

I was hopeful that all the members of the committee would be able 
to hear you, but I guess there has been a little delay. So, you might 
as well proceed, Mr. Fowler. 
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STATEMENT OF WALTER FOWLER, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT 
OF GENERAL ADMINISTRATION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 





Mr. Fowuer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
witnesses that you have heard today, and including Dr. Corning on 
yesterday, have testified to what we call our fourth case, that case 
which involves the general building program and comes under the 
general fund. 

The projects in that case amount to $129,746,000. 

Now, we haven't a single penny for any of those projects and we 
are proposing to finance them by $45 million worth of new taxes over 
the 10-year program, $45 million of increased Federal payment and 

$39,746,000 in loans. 

Representative Harris. Do you have an outline of that 
of that ? 

Mr. Fowter. We have copies of that. 

Representative Harris. As to the breakdown ? 

Mr. Fowtrr. Yes. 

Representative Harris. Could you let us have them / 

Mr. Fowxer. I am just addressing my remarks at this time, gentle- 
men, to the fourth case, the general fund case, and the general fund 
case, as I say—I think you have already had that, already seen it—— 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think somebody introduced 
it the first day of the hearing. 

Mr. Fowter. That’s right. 

So, there will be $45 million worth of new taxes, $45 million worth 
of increased Federal payment, $39,746,000 in interest-bearing Federal 
loans. 

Now, there is an additional $45 million proposed in the Federal 
payment that will apply to the operating expenses. 

It is my purpose to show at this time, first, a financial picture of the 
budget for the fiscal year 1955 as it relates to the general fund. 

Second, I propose to give you a brief historical résumé of the Federal- 
District fiscal relationship. 

And, third, I propose to show you, by tables, 10-year projections: 

(1) The result in the general fund, for instance, if no major « apital 
outlay items were included in the appropriation estimates and if 
nothing were done to relieve our situation ; 

(2) The deficit that would accrue to the general fund if nothing 
was done to relieve the present situation, and we suppose we would 
have a $10 million annual improvement program; and 

(3) The condition of that general fund if you adopt it in toto, adopt 
in toto the program that has been suggested. 

I would first like to offer as an exhibit, exhibit 1, a statement of 
the revenues of the general fund particularly. 

I show you those for a 10-year period. 
That is exhibit 1. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Fowter. Of course, included in that table you will find a 10-year 
statement of revenues for the highway and motor vehicle parking 
funds also, but I am speaking directly of the general fund at this 
time. 

Now, second, as exhibit No. 2, I would like to present for your con- 
sideration a table we were requested to prepare showing appropria- 
tions or estimates of capital outlay for the fiscal years 1945-54, inclu- 
sive, by departments, years and funds and percentages to total appro- 
priations or estimate. 

This will show you what we have done in the preceding 10 years 
in the way of capital outlay, and I think you will find it a very informa- 
tive statement. 

(The exhibit referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Fow ter. I will give you a very brief statement on the condi- 
tion of the general fund. 

First, I would like to state we have a budget pending that, in our 
thinking, is not at all realistic. We would like to present a well- 
rounded budget. 

The budget we were compelled to set up is not well rounded by any 
stretch of the imagination. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Why? 

Mr. Fowter. And I think in the preceding history of the District 
of Columbia we have not had anything like it, for the simple reason 
that we have no capital outlay in the budget at ‘all. 

Now, I am speaking without reference to this public works program. 

The District of Columbia is required to finance not only municipal, 
but also county and State functions. 

With the exception of highways, these county and State activities 
are financed from general fund revenues. 

The estimate of general fund revenues for the fiscal year 1955, based 
on present legislation, including a Federal payment of $11 million, 
is $116,065,000. 

This is a slight increase over the estimate for 1954, and it is pre- 
dicated on a leveling off of receipts, which have increased steadily 
over the past 10 years. 

Now, this prediction of leveling off has been substantiated by the 
receipts for the first 6 months of fiscal 1954. In this period the 
collections have remained almost the same as 1953, with the exception 
of an increase in inheritance and estate taxes. The latter increase, 
of course, as you know, is nonrecurring. We can’t depend upon it. 

However, the revenue availability of the general fund for 1955 is 
estimated at $121,722,165, or a decrease of about $9 million under the 
amount available in 1954. This can be attributed to the reduction in 
surplus, which decreases from $14,100,000 at the beginning of 1954 
to $4,550,000 at the beginning of 1955. 

The detailed budget for 1955, as transmitted to Congress, requests 
total appropriations from the general fund amounting to $116,787 ,935. 
Adding to this amount the sum of $4,930,000 to finance 1954 appro- 
priations results in a total of funds required of $121,717,935, or a 
surplus of $4,230 at the end of 1955. 

These estimates of appropriations do not include any part of the 
public works program. However, there is included $270,000 for the 
completion of incinerator No. 3. This is the total capital outlay 
requested for 1955 in the general fund, which compares with appro- 
priations of $15,980,700 for 1954. 

Now, I show you that to just make you see how dark this picture is 
with reference to the general fund. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. I wonder if this wouldn’t be a 
good place for you to tell us why your general fund expenses have 
increased so much in the past year that you don’t have any of that 
usual fund that you have for capital improvement. 

Mr. Fowxer. Well, we have been actually living on our surpluses 
over the years. 

Let me give you this: At the end of 1951 we had $15,773,368 surplus. 

At the end of 1952 we had $11,236,045. 

At the end of 1953, $14,108,925. 
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As I have just told you, in 1954 we had $4,550,000. 

In 1955 the estimate, without any capital outlay, is only $4,230. 

We have been living on our surpluses. Of course, we have 
been talking about that over the years. Our appropriation com- 
mittees have been very cognizant of it. They have been very strict 
in writing up our budget and assuring themselves that we would 
have a surplus. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Is your statement strictly ac- 
curate, that you have been living on your surplus? 

You had 15 million surplus to start with, and that lasted you about 
3 or 4 years. You surely laid out more capital outlay than that in 
that time. 

Mr. Fowter. We have been laying out an abundance of capital 
outlay, $190 million worth of capital outlay in the last 10 years. 

Right on this table I show you that. 

We have been doing well up to this year. This year we are in 
trouble, and I will show you as I go along just what brought that 
trouble about. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Have any of your estimated 
revenues produced more than were estimated ? 

Mr. Fowter. The tax revenues have been steadily going up. I 
remember when we were here in 1947 and 

Representative ALLEN of California. My question was: Have you 
estimated the taxes to be received at a lesser figure than ev entually 
was received ? 

Mr. Fowter. Oh, yes; we have done that quite frequently. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Would it follow, then, that 
your budget has not only used up your surpluses, either by accident 
or design, but the surplus as a result of the underestimated tax? 

Mr. Fowter. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We will be very interested 
to find out why you are in the situation that you are this year. 

Mr. Fowter. Well, to make the picture just a little darker, if I 
can, I would like to show you that we have a copy here of the liability 
of the District of Columbia and that total liability is $27,038,264.06, 
and on that document you will see the Capper-Cramton Act, you will 
see the United States Court Building and you will see the hospital 
center, which we spoke about this morning. 

Those are liabilities, which some day we will have to meet. Some 
of them, of course, as you see, we will not be confronted with for 3314 
years, or in the court case for 25 years; but we can never tell. 

(The document referred to by Mr. Fowler is as follows:) 


ExHtIpeiT 3 
Liability of the District of Columbia 


Capper-Cramton Act (46 Stat. 482) : 
BUDGE ROGET din nngaph nature sony $16, 000, 000. 00 
Amount repaid 11, 486, 735. 94 
Balance to be paid. Rate of repayment 
($1,000,000 per annum) --- ..-----. $4, 568, 264. 06 


Footnote at end of exhibit. 
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ExHisit 3—Continued 
Liability of the District of Columbia—Continued 


United States Court Building (61 Stat. 120; 62 Stat. 235): 
Amount authorized _____ ave $18, 665, 000 
Rescission of authorization (P. 

Cong.) ~~~ satel ial tN a atin 3, 875, 000 


Total 


District of Columbia share (50 percent) ad 7, 395, 000 
Credit for land 2, 420, 000 
salance to be paid (to be liquidated in a pe- 
riod of 25 years) -..-_--- sahs sessed mance aatectlbersed $4, 975, 000. 00 
Hospital center (60 Stat. 896; 65 Stat. 657) ;? 
Amount authorized $35, 000,000 
District of Columbia share (50 percent)_-._._._-_-_. 17, 500, 000 


Amount to be paid (to be liquidated in 334% years)_-_--_ 17, 500, 000. 00 
Total liability. -_ 27, 038, 264. 06 
1Amount appropriated, $12,118,944. 
2 $1,700,000 appropriated 1948 for hospital center; $500,000 appropriated 1949 for 
hospital center ; $19,500,000 contract authorization 1949 for hospital center; $11,400,000 
appropriated 1953 for grants to private hospitals. 


Mr. Fowrrr. Another item that I would like to call your attention 
to is St. Elizabeths Hospital. 

On September 9, 1953, the Commissioners received a letter from the 
Superintendent of St. Elizabeths Hospital, in which he quoted the 
following passage from House Report 426: 


The bill contains none of the $195,000 requested for plans and specifications 
for construction of a new maximum security building. While there is some 
justification for such a building, the committee is not disposed to recommend 
any further appropriations for buildings so long as Federal patients are a minor 
part of the patient load and Federal funds bear 100 percent of the cost of 


construction 
He also quoted from the Senate committee in its Report 478, page 
18, the following item: 


The committee concurs in the action of the House allowing no funds for the 
preparation of plans and specifications for a maximum security building. The 
House committee had a comment in its report that it was “not disposed to 
recommend any further appropriations for buildings so long as Federal patients 
are a minor part of the patient load and Federal funds bear 100 percent of the 
cost of construction.” The committee will expect the officials of Saint Eliza- 
beths Hospital to begin negotiations with the agencies, for whose patients care 
is furnished on a reimbursible basis, to effect some cooperative arrangement for 
the construction of this building for which there is a vital need. 

In compliance with this mandate of the Senate committee a con- 
ference was suggested. 

On September 24, 1953, Dr. Winfred Overholser, Superintendent 
of St. Elizabeths Hospital, with representatives of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, met with the Commissioners and 
other officials of the District government to discuss the matter. 

Thereafter the following letter was addressed to Dr. Overholser: 

The Commissioners have given very careful consideration to your communi- 
cation of September 9, and to the oral presentation made to the Board. 

At the time of your personal appearance, attention was called to our very tight 


financial situation which hecame increasingly apparent to the Commissioners 
in their actual marking of the budget for 1955. 
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In view of our present fiscal situation, the Commissioners have concluded that 
they have no alternative but to lay this matter before the Joint Fiscal Committee 
which will shortly take up our public-works program, and consider in connection 
therewith our entire fiscal structure. 

In the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare budget for 
1955 now pending before the Congress we find the following special 
proviso: 

Provided further, That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated from the 
revenues of the District of Columbia for each fiscal year beginning after June 
80, 1955, a proportionate share of the estimated cost of major repairs and im- 
provements to existing buildings and facilities and construction of new build- 
ings and facilities at St. Elizabeths Hospital, in the same ratio to the total esti- 
mated cost thereof in any such year as the estimated average number of patients 
for which the District of Columbia is responsible bears to the estimated average 
number of all patients for such year. Estimates for the appropriations herein 
authorized shall be based upon estimated patient loads and estimates of cost 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget, and any amounts appropriated under this 
authority shall be paid, upon request of the Superintendent and without advance 
audit or certification, to the applicable appropriations of the hospital. 

Now, I desire to point out the possibility of substantial charges 
against the District should this proviso be enacted. 

Ten years ago we had over 4,500 patients in St. Elizabeths Hospital 
charged to the District. The rate per patient day was $1.90 for most of 
that year, ending up with $2 a day, and the total cost 10 years ago was 
$3,259,450. This year we estimate 5,425 patients, with a rate fixed by 
the Bureau of the Budget at $4.90 per diem, for a total cost of 
$9,702,613. 

Heretofore, capital charges for land and buildings have been paid 
entirely by the United States, but since 1912 the cost of repairs of build- 
ings, roadways, and walks has been included in determining the per 

capita cost of maintenance and treatment to be paid by the District 
of Columbia. 

We have no control over St. Elizabeths. We have no control over 
the expenditures. We have no control over the per capita cost. We 
merely pay the bill as a must item in our budget. 

I call also that to your attention along with our potential debt 
liability. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is the proportion, Mr. 
Fowler, of District patients? 

Mr. Fowter. About 75 percent, I think. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And 25 percent Federal ? 

Mr. Fowter. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. But there is no consideration 
of that percentage in the charges which are made to the District, that 
is, With respect to these items you have just referred to? The District 
pays 100 percent ? 

Mr. Fowxer. The District pays nothing toward the capital improve- 
ments of St. Elizabeths Hospital, except for the roadways and 
sidewalks. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I see. 

Mr. Fowrrr. We have never heretofore been charged for any of 
the capital improvements. 


42387—54——_21 
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We have contractual relationships with other hospitals and never 
are we charged for capital costs. 

If we have to pay capital costs, certainly we should have something 
to do with the title of it, and we w ‘ould undoubtedly have nothing to do 
with the title of the property. 

Now, in addition to those two items, Mr. Chairman, I would ee 0 0 
call your attention to the possibility of further beneficial legislation a 
it may affect the District finances of the District government. 

We hear talk about the courts getting an increase in wages, not only 
our local courts but the district courts. 

We also have to pay the district courts. 

We hear talk of an increase for schoolteachers. 

We hear talk of an increase for all the classified employees. 

We are making no provisions in any of our calculations over this 
10-year period for any of those betterments; and if they come I merely 
want to advise you that there is nothing in the way of allocations as 
to where the funds will come from and the estimates which I am 
submitting to you at this time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That illustrates the im- 
portance of what you have just said, what the income of the District is, 
as to meeting this program. 

Mr. Fowxer. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And also meeting the other 
contingencies from the District sooner or later in varying degrees. 

Mr. Fowter. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Isn’t that true, Mr. Fowler? 

Mr. Fowter. That is very true. 

Ten years is quite a long period, and I doubt very much if we can 
go far in years with the groups that are constantly seeking beneficial 
legisl: ation, without getting some sort of legislation; but when we get 
them we have got to find the money somew vhere to meet the cost. 

In a few minutes I will show you what that beneficial legislation 
has cost us over the past few years. 

Now, I want to invite your attention, gentlemen, if I can, for a 
few moments to the Federal payment to the District of Columbia. 

First, I want to present for the consideration of the committee a 

table which shows the District of Columbia appropriations payable 

from the general revenues of the District of Columbia for the fiscal 
years 192 2 to 1953, and as estimated for 1954 and proposed for 1955, 
exclusive in each case of appropriations payable from the highway, 
water, and trust funds. 

Now, this just relates to the general fund and the Federal payment. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 
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ExuHisit 4 


District of Columbia appropriations payable from the general revenues of the 
District of Columbia for the fiscal years 1922-55, exclusive in each case of 
appropriations payable from the gasoline-taxv fund, the water fund, and trust 
funds, and the apportionment of appropriations between the District of 
Columbia and the United States 


Percentage 
of United 
|States share 


| 
Totalappro- | District of United States | 


Fiscal year priations Columbia share share 


2, 977.411. 07 | 3, 784, 647. 70 9, 192, 40. 00 
23, 833, 043. , 430, 264. 51 », , 778. 39. 45 
23, 903, 754. , 463, 329. 78 3 
31, 175, 672. 1! , 930, 316. 92 
31, 139, 730. : 22, 139, 638. 38 
33, 951, 477. 73 24, 950, 987. 21 
34, 894, 147. § 5, 892, 357. 61 
35, 957, 969. 95 , 957, 753. 25 
40, 694, 305. 5 31, 694, 305. 50 

, 625, 285. , 125, 251. 64 

3, 840, 022. 48 34, 339, 911. 04 
39, 626, 997.8 31, 851, 846. 63 
29, 700, 737. 24, 000, 708.41 | 

, 520, 004. 28 30, 080, 709. 28 | 
2 2. 32, 588, 423. 86 

5, 177, 767.98 | 
36, 118, 791. 80 | 
35, 494, 451. 41 | 
35, 777, 767. 57 | 
37, 136, 908. 73 | 

, 401, 268. 96 , 401, 268. 96 | 
, 422, 932. | 3, 422, 932.00 | y . 
54, 642, 246.81 | , 642, 246. 81 6, 000, 
, 599, 125, 26 6, 000, . 
. , 728, 422. 75 6, 000, 000. 
; , 313.6 4, 584, 313. 66 8, 000, 000. 
, 744, 086. , 744, 086. 04 | 11, 000, 000. 

017, 984. 5, 017, 984. 70 | 11, 000, 000. 

331, 274. 56 331, 274. 56 11, 000, 000. | 
124, 821. 77 9, 800, 000. 00 
121, .! , 865, 977. 58 | 10, 400. 000. 00 
113, 221, 989. 8, 221, 989. 00 | 10, 000, 000. 00 
127, 00 | 116, 887, 502. 00 | 11, 000, 000. 00 
136, 477, 525. 00 116, 477, 525.00 | 2 20, 000, 000. 00 











| 


1 Estimated. 
2 Based on proposed legislation. 


Representative Harris. The water fund is not included ? 

Mr. Fowter. I am not talking about the water fund in this; no, sir. 

Representative Harris. I thought there was some provision whereby 
the water fund was tied in with the Federal payment. 

Mr. Fow.er. The water fund gets a million dollars, yes, sir, but I am 
just directing my attention now to the general fund with which we are 
having the difficulty. 

The water fund will take care of itself. 

The highway fund we hope will take care of itself. 

The sanitary sewer will take care of itself. 

Here is where the difficulty lies, in what we call the general fund or 
our fourth case. 

Now, it will be observed that the impact of the First World War, 
as you look at that, did not have the same devastating effect upon our 
economy as did the Second World War. 

Previous to the Revenue Act of 1947, the largest amount in dollars 
paid by the United States as its share toward the expenses of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia was in 1932, $9,500,111.44, and the lowest, $4,539,295, 
in 1935, 
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Now, that table also shows the variations in the percentages of tne 
United States share ranging from a low of 8.58 in 1952 to 40 percent 
in 1922. 

If and in the event the full $20 million is appropriated on the basis 
of appropriation requests, the percentage will be, as you see, only 14.65. 

I now present for your consideration a chart which shows genera] 
fund appropriations for the fiscal years 1922-54, and the United 
States share. And I think perhaps that chart alone is well worth a 
thousand words. 

(The chart referred to is herewith inserted.) 

Mr. Fow ter. Now, these charts, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, 
should demonstrate clearly that the Congress should pursue a definite 
policy of regular and liberal appropriations for the dev elopment and 
upkeep of the District of Columbia, commensurate with its status as 
the Nation’s Capital. 

Although this may be entirely adequate for you who are thoroughly 
familiar with the Federal and District fiscal relationship, it might 
not be inappropriate to review again briefly our understanding of the 
historical background of annual payments for those who may be less 
informed. 

For the first 45 years from the laying out of the Capital in 1790 to 
1835, the Federal Government contributed about $1,500,000 toward the 
expenses of the National Capital while the residents contributed about 
$4,100,000. 

Even this small amount the residents could not stand and a state of 
bankruptcy ensued, resulting in an investigation by the Congress. 

Senator Southard of New Jer sey made a report recommending that 
the fair amount of the Federal Government’s contribution toward the 
expenses of the District should be more than one-half. His commit- 
tee’s report helped to clarify the District’s position and the obligation 
on the Nation in its creation of the Capital City. 

I quote from the report— 


The Committee on the District of Columbia, Senate Document No. 97, 1835 
and I think this is good language and very interesting: 


The committee have been unable to separate the interests of the District from 
the interest of the United States. They regard it as the child of the Union— 
as the creation of the Union for its own purposes. The design of the Consti- 
tution and its founders was to create a residence for the Government where they 
should have an absolute and unlimited control, which should be regulated 
and governed by them without the interference of partial interest in the States, 
which should be built and sustained by their authority and resources, not 
dependent upon the will or resources of any State or local interest. If this 
had not been the design, a temporary or permanent seat of Government would 
have been selected in some populous city or some territory subject to State 
jurisdiction. And, if this was the design, it is not easy to comprehend either 
the principle which prevents the Government from a liberal appropriation of 
national resources to accomplish the object of the policy which would confine 
the city to the means possessed by the inhabitants for its improvement. In 
accomplishing their object, the Union undertook the guardianship of the District, 
deprived its inhabitants of the right of self-government and the elective fran- 
chise, and made them dependent upon the will of the Representatives of the 
States, to whom alone they can look for relief. 


Now, that was 1835. 


In the 35 years following the Southard report, from 1835 to 1870, 
a total of $30,100,000 was expended in the District—$12,400, 000 Fed- 
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eral and $17,700,000 District—or less than average of a million dollars 
each year. 

The only outstanding expenditure in this period was the construc- 
tion of the Washington aqueduct, from 1850 to 1870, at a cost of 
$3,385,000, but paid from Federal funds. 

The Virginia area was retroceded in 1846, but no one seemed to mind. 

There were few municipal improvements, and the seat of the Gov- 
ernment had the appearance of a frontier town and was an interna- 
tional joke. 

The population growth during the Civil War and after made Con- 
gress conscious that the District of Columbia was no longer a village, 
and in 1871 the real beginning of the modern District of Columbia 
began. In that year the corporations of Georgetown and Washing- 
ton—the Alexandria units had been lost by the 1846 retrocession— 
were abolished, and a territorial government for the District of 
Columbia was established and a debt of over $4,350,000 was inherited. 

An effort was made to literally lift Washington out of the mud. 
The city was not only lifted out of the mud, but the debt was lifted 
to the then astronomical amount of $23,360,700. 

The result of that was excessive taxes and again an appeal to Con- 
gress as in 1835. 

This appeal culminated in the act of June 11, 1878, which is the 
present Organic Act of the District of Columbia. Here, for the first 
time, the Congress assumed the prerogative granted under clause 17 
of section 8, article I, of the Constitution— 

To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District 
(not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular States, and 
the Acceptance of Congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United 
States, * * * 

The organic act provided that all estimates should be approved by 
the Secretary of the Treasury and submitted to Congress. It estab- 
lished a 50-50 ratio in defraying the expenses of the District govern- 
ment. This ratio continued until 1921. 

This organic act contained the first legislative provision definitely 
recognizing the obligations of the Federal Government to share in 
the cost and development of the District. It provided in part, that 

To the extent to which Congress shall approve of said estimates, Congress 
shall appropriate the amount of 50 per centum thereof; and the remaining 50 
per centum of such approved estimates shall be levied and assessed upon the tax- 
able property and privileges in said District other than the property of the United 
States and of the District of Columbia; * * *. 

From 1878 until around 1919 the financial scene was comparatively 
peaceful in the District of Columbia. Estimates of appropriations 
and revenues were submitted to the Treasury and transmitted to Con- 
gress. Funds were appropriated and spent. The 50-50 distribution 
was approximately complied with. 

Between 1902 and 1910, when the District had insufficient funds 
to meet its obligations, the Secretary of the Treasury was authorized 
to advance funds. 

The act of March 3, 1909, provided that the expenses of all depart- 
ments charged against the revenues of the District of Columbia were to 
be included in the estimates. 
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The relations between the District of Columbia and the Federal 
Government were amicable in those years. 

However, shortly after 1910 the District began to accumulate a 
revenue surplus, and the efforts to reduce the ratio then began. The 
debates upon the question were persistent and vigorous, even though 
no national issues were involved, and a joint select committee of 3 
Senators and 3 Congressmen was appointed in 1915, which delivered 
majority and minority reports; but no reduction was made until late 
1921, when the ratio changed to 60 percent payment by the District of 
Columbia and 40 percent Federal. 

This did not expressly repeal the 50-50 provision of the organic act, 
but provided for 60-40 for 1 year. 

The 60-40 method was made permanent in the Appropriation Act 
for 1923 and continued until 1925. 

Beginning with the fiscal year 1925, Congress began ignoring its 
definite obligation under the organic act, and its own substantive law, 
and commenced appropriating the Federal share in a lump sum each 
year to and including the fiscal year 1939. These lump-sum appro- 
priations varied from $9,500,000 down to $5 million, 

The lump-sum idea was made permanent in the District of Columbia 
Revenue Act of 1939, and beginning with that year an annual payment 
of $6 million was authorized. 

For the fiscal year 1947, the payment was increased from $6 million 
to $8 million. 

Under the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1947, which you 
gentlemen remember, the authorized annual payment was set at $12 
million, of which $11 million was for the general fund and $1 million 
was the water fund. 

Up to July 1, 1947, the water fund had received no portion of the 
annual payment made to the District of Columbia government by the 
Federal Government. 

In the fiscal year 1951 a 10-percent reduction was made in the gen- 
eral fund payment of $11 million; in the fiscal year 1952 a reduction 
of 5 percent; and in the fiscal year 1953 a reduction of 9.1 percent. 

In the 1954 fiscal year, the full payment as authorized by the Reve- 
nue Act of 1947 was appropriated. 

This is some of the history of the Federal payment. 

On March 5, 1946, Senate Document No. 203 was approved. It was 
entitled, “Fiscal Relations Between the Government of the United 
States and the District of Columbia, Report of the Subcommittee on 
the District of Columbia of the Committee on Appropriations as Ap- 
proved by Said Committee on Appropriations.” It is a very illum- 
inating report. It gives a history of the relationship between the Dis- 
trict and Federal Governments and indicates how those investigators 
felt this matter should be handled. 

Under the head of “Suggested Recommendations,” the report 
stated : 

It is believed that it is the desire of the Federal Government to assume its 
proper share of the expenses for the upkeep and operation of the National Capi- 
tal. This finding is based upon the following facts: 


1. The District of Columbia is the seat of the Federal Government set aside 
for Federal purposes, with full legislative powers retained by the Congress. 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 32] 


2. The area of the District of Columbia is fixed. It cannot expand. There- 
fore, when the Federal Government purchases property the tax revenue pre- 
viously received on such property is lost to the District and cannot be replaced. 
The residents of the District in fairness should not be expected to make up such 
loss in revenues by increased taxes. 

3. The enormous increase in the expenses of the District of Columbia during 
the past 10 years has been occasioned by the tremendous expansion of the Fed- 
eral Government, with no commensurate increase in the payment by the Fed- 
eral Government. During the past 6 years there has been no change in the 
amount of the annual payment. 

4. The residents of the District through increased taxes have adequately, 
fairly, and cheerfully provided their share of the cost of operation and upkeep of 
the National Capital. 


Mr. Chairman, in our thinking this city is something far beyond 
the concern of the people of the District of Columbia because it is a 
Federal city, established by the Constitution as such, and as the seat 
of the Federal Government. 

When we speak of our problems we are not only speaking for the 
800,000 within our borders, but for the 160 million who reside within 
our States and Territories. 

We must necessarily consider the obligation which is based on the 
absolute control by the Congress over this Federal city. 

We must necessarily think of the obligation based on the pride that 
the Congress should have in this National Capital. 

We deem it not amiss at this point to introduce for your considera- 
tion a table showing the Federal grants to States and local units for 
the fiscal year 1951 with total United States collections. Attached 
is a statement comparing the District of Columbia with 12 States with 
less population. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 


EXHIBIT 6 


Statement comparing District of Columbia with 12 States with less population 
with respect to United States revenue collections and Federal grants 


Estimated | United States | Per capita| Federal | Per capita 
population,’ revenue collec- | revenue grants, Federal 
July 1, 1952 tions, 1952 collections | 1952 grants 


District of Columbia... .-- 28,000 | 1 $807,343,760 | $975.05 | $6, 355, 860 | $7.68 
. Rhode Island_- ‘ _.| 815,000 | 298, 138, 524 | 359. 68 14, 102, 668 | 17. 
. New Mexico adeheod 738, 000 102, 222, 161 | 138.51 | 23,910, 542 32. 
. Utah_.-. sadebuded 737, 000 | 146, 667, 940 | 99. 00 18, 582, 213 25. 


. South Dakota____- 657, 000 | 76, 068, 806 | 5. 78 15, 950, 132 24. § 
. North Dakota bad 602, 000 69, 364, 173 | 5.4 14, 491, 947 24. 
if, SEE 2 cha babedcne du desed | 597, 000 116, 003, 770 | 15, 954, 993 26. 
; 592, 000 | 117, 674, 165 | 98.77 | 13, 408,379 22. 
. New Hampshire__...._._- a 532, 000 111, 752, 884 | 5 | 8, 194, 248 | 15. 
i RN ea 371, 000 | 67, 180, 678 | 08 | 6, 100, 272 16. 
346,000 | 768, 958, 453 2, 222. 4: 5, 555, 195 | 16. 
306, 000 63, 643, 726 | .99 | 13,895, 579 | 45. 
184, 000 | 62, 808, 996 341. 35 | 7, 470, 619 40. 





1947 revenue adjusted. 
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Mr. Fowxrer. We show that revenue collections from the District 
of Columbia were $807.343.760. This exceeded revenue collections 
from any of the 12 States. 

We show the Federal grants to those 12 States and to the District 
of Columbia. The per capita grant to the District amounts to $7.68, 
and for the 12 States it varies from $17.30 to $40.60. 

Those figures, gentlemen, are eloquent. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you want to discuss those figures at this time! 

Mr. Fow er. If you desire, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. In the first place, let me say that the figures which 
purport to indicate the revenue obtained from various States is al- 
ways misleading, and it would be for the District of Columbia, too, 
because many States and the District of Columbia pay their Federal] 
taxes through other States. 

North Carolina, for example, has one of the highest per capita Fed- 
eral revenue records of any State in the Union, which grows out of 
the fact that a lot of cigarettes are made there and the Federal cig- 
arette tax is credited to the home office of the company. 

A great many States pay a Federal revenue tax on automobiles 
made, and they are credited to Michigan. 

The District of Columbia and States which do not have the home 
offices of automobile companies, railroads, telegraph companies, cig- 
arette companies, do not get credit for the taxes, for the Federal taxes, 
which those States pay. 

The largest single Federal taxpayer in my State happens to be 
the Home State Mine, which has its offices in San Francisco, Calif, 
California gets credit for the income tax, the Federal income tax, of 
the Home State Gold Mine, the largest gold mine producer in the 
country. 

I haven’t seen your list here. I notice you have South Dakota listed, 
for example. 

Mr. Fow er. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. You move that up as one of the horrible examples. 

We havea lot of railroads in South Dakota. The taxes those rail- 
roads collect go to the home offices of the companies. 

The same thing is true with respect to the cigarettes we consume 
in South Dakota. 

I made a little study of this one time. We have a cigarette tax in 
South Dakota, which I think was exactly double the Federal tax. We, 
by that, could measure the amount of cigarette tax that we pay which 
is credited to other States. 

This is a matter which I have discussed on the floor of both the 
House and Senate on other occasions and, as I say, I just think that 
any comparison of this sort—I didn’t know you were going to bring 
this in here—which attempts to measure the revenue collections of 
States which do not have home companies or offices of the major 
utilities operating in those States, or of automobiles, or of tobacco 
companies, or even of their principal industries, is misleading because 
there is no credit given for the Federal income taxes they pay. 

Mr. Fowter. Well, Senator, the last thing I want to do, as you 
well know, is to hold your State up as a horrible example. 

The Cuarmman. Yes. I see that now. 
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But I raised this question before this sheet got to me. I think com- 
parisons of this sort are misleading because of that fact. 

Mr. Fowxer. It may well be, but, as you see from the notation, we 
got this from the Treasury Department, and perhaps they, themselves, 
are not fully advised on the situation you disclose here. 

The CuarrMan. I know that the home State pays its taxes through 
its home office at San Francisco. Railroads pay their taxes through 
the home office of their company, generally speaking, and your Federal 
cigarette tax is certainly credited to the company that collects it and 
pays it rather than the States where the cigarettes are consumed. 

Mr. Fowter. I am glad to have your statement on that because we 
have depended upon that by States and the District reports for the 
information that we obtained. 

I wish there was some way that we might get adequate information 
from that department on those matters so we would know exactly 
what the situation was. 

The CuamrMaANn. Do you have the grants that have been made to the 
District of Columbia for PWA, WPA, and things of that sort? 

Mr. Fowrer. We are preparing that table for you and hope to have 
it before your hearings have been completed. I think perhaps we will 
have that around Friday. 

Representative Harris. Do you have any comparison as to the 
amount of revenue the District of Columbia gets from Federal em- 
ployees as to what is received by other States ? 

Mr. Fowter. I don’t think I have that, Mr. Harris. 

The revenues that the District gets from Federal employees? 

Representative Harris. Yes. 

Mr. Fowter. In the payroll, of the Federal payroll of the District ? 

Representative Harris. Yes, sir; the payroll or the taxes. 

Mr. Fowter. I don’t know whether the Assessor has that or not. I 
haven’t it. 

Representative Harris. It would be a large item, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Fowter. It would be quite a sizable item—no doubt about it. 
Of course, a lot of the Federal employees don’t live in the District, as 
you understand, too. 

The Cuarrman, Let me take your own table here, Mr. Fowler, and 
show you a perfect illustration of the point I am trying to make. 

No. 9 in your list of States is the State of Vermont, with a popula- 
tion of 371,000. 

Immediately below that you have the State of Delaware, with 
346,000. 

Roughly you might say the population of those 2 States is approxi- 
mately a 350,000 State. 

Now, on the per capita revenue collection you have Vermont with 
$181.08; Delaware, $2,222.42. 

Mr. Fowuer. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. How do you suppose that the State of Delaware 
gets a per capita credit for an income or for a per capita revenue 
credit of more than 10 times the State of Vermont ? 

The people of Vermont are known as rather thrifty people. 

The reason for this is that Delaware is the home office of many 
corporations. 
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Mr. Fowter. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. Vermont is not. 

Mr. Fow.er. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. So, Vermont, with a population of about the same, 
with a thrifty people, is credited with a per capita revenue collectio: 
of $181.08, whereas the State of Delaware is credited with $2,222.49 

Mr. Fowrer. Look at the difference in collections of revenues bj 
the United States. 

The Cuarrman. Absolutely. 

Mr. Fowter. From Vermont, $146,667,000; from Delaware, $768, 
958,000. 

The Cuairman. Absolutely, because corporations chartered in Dela. 
ware practice all over the country and the taxes are credited to the 
home office of the corporation. 

That is the precise point I wanted to make. 

I told you in my own State I knew the Home State pays its taxes 
out in California; yet, it is the largest single employer of labor in my 
State, and the largest single industry. 

Here you have Delaware getting credit for $768 millions becaus 
the home offices of the corporations pay their taxes in Delaware. 

The chairman of the House Fiscal Committee, Mr. O'Hara, has 
bill pending which would tend to modernize your corporate charter 
law here in the District of Columbia. It is a bill we have been trying 
to get up and passed in the Senate. It has been objected to consist. 
ently by the Senators from Delaware. 

Why? Because they do not want to lose that business, and the 
think many corporations would be chartered in the District of Co 
lumbia that want to operate on a national scale, provided you had 
law here which permitted them to do so, so that nonresidents could 
come here and charter. 

I see Mr. Spencer nodding his head, and the Commissioners have 
endorsed that bill. I favor it. I think it is a bill that ought to be 
passed, but the reason it isn’t passed is because Delaware, as long a 
she can have her liberal system of chartering corporations, can get 
credit for collecting $768 million in Federal taxes, with a population 
not as large as that of Vermont. It is because the corporations are 
chartered there and they get credit. 

You couldn’t have put in your table any two States side by side 
that would have shown so clearly the unfairness of measuring per 
capita revenue collections in relation to per capita Federal grants 
than to put Delaware and Vermont right next to each other, as you 
have. 

Mr. Fowuer. Well, it is not as we have. It is as the Treasury De- 
partment has done it. That is the way it is listed. 

The Cuamman. Mr. O'Hara. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Yes, Senator Case. 

The Cuarrman. Have these tables been put in the record ? 

If these tables have not been put in the record, I think they should be 
because this is the best illustration of the point I have tried to make 
on several occasions, and I would like to see that in the record. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Not only that, but for the 
information contained I think all these tables should go in duplicate 
in the record, and I presume Mr. Fowler will make them available. 

Mr. Fowter. Yes, sir; we have those, and we have offered them. 

They are Treasury statistics. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Senator Beall just asked me 
the purpose of this table of the 12 States. 

Senator Beati. What is the purpose of that ? 

Mr. Fowrer. We are showing the population of the District of Co- 
lumbia and showing what we pay as compared to what we get in Fed- 
eral grants. 

I am talking about the payment of the Federal Government and the 
need for increasing it. 

On a fair and just and equitable basis, we thing that we are not get- 
ting what we are entitled to get by virtue of what we are doing and 
what we are paying. 

The CuatrmMan. By the same token, Mr. Fowler, the State of Dela- 
ware, which has a per capita revenue collection of $2,222.42, under this 
system of crediting revenue, can maintain that you ought to spend in 
the State of Delaware many times what is now being spent there. 

Mr. Srencer. Could I make a comment, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

It seems to me these possible inaccuracies and possibilities of dis- 
tortion in these figures which you bring out so clearly, Senator, don’t 
show that the District of Columbia revenue is being overemphasized 
because of such things as corporations having their home office here. 
I think actually most of the things you have mentioned would work 
in the opposite direction. 

The Cuairman. I think so, too. In fact, I think I said I felt this 
kind of comparison was not fair either to the District of Columbia or 
to some other States. 

Senator Bray. Definitely not. 

The CuarrMan. In the District of Columbia you have no factories, 
to speak of. You don’t get any credit for the taxes that are worked 
into the price of anautomobile. That goes to Michigan. 

You don’t get credit in the District of Columbia for the cigarette 
taxes that you pay to the Federal Government. They go to North 
Carolina, or some other State where cigarettes are made. 

Mr. Spencer. So, I think our case is even stronger than we have 
shown here. 

The Cuairman. It is stronger in that respect, but by the same token 
it isn’t fair carrying it to other States which are in the same situation. 

On the other hand, Delaware is getting credit for a per capita tax 
far in excess of what the citizens of Delaware make. 

You can’t tell me the citizens of Delaware, the rank and file per 
capita, pay a Federal tax of $2,222. That probably is more than the 
actual per capita income of the citizens of Delaware, the personal in- 
come of the citizens of Delaware, if you take the men, women and 
children, and you have total population there. 

i doubt if the actual per capita income of the citizens of Delaware 

s $2,222, if you take men, women and children; but they are, never- 
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theless, given credit for revenue collections of that amount because of 
corporations having their home offices there. 

There is one question that I want to ask you about this, Mr. Fowler. 
Do you mean Federal grants or Federal expenditures in these States? 

Mr. Fowter. Grants. 

The Cuarrman. What do you mean by “grants”? 

Mr. Fowter. Well, these grants are from the social security and the 
education and public health, and such as that—welfare agencies and 
health agencies. 

The Crarrman. I notice in your other table you have Department 
of Commerce. That would be expenditures for highways, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Fow er. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Fowuter. Penny milk, foods, schools. 

The CHairrMan. Do you mean that the State of Virginia gets 
$4,143,186 for penny milk for school lunches? 

Mr. Fowter. Oh, no. That is an agricultural State and that is 
different. 

These figures I am giving here, as prepared here, as I told you, 
come from the Treasury Department. 

Just what those items are that they get in the way of the grant, 
I don’t know what they get in Maryland, Virginia. 

Representative Auten of California. Mr. Chairman, if it is pos- 
sible to get a tabulation, I would like to see one added which would 
show the Federal collections within some of the typical States and 
the Federal distribution. 

Senator Beaty. Including the payroll ? 

Representative ALLEN of California. Yes. 

The point I am getting at is illustrated by the figures on California, 
where you show collections of 4,600 million and distributions for 
grants of something under 200 million. 

I tried to get the figures once and as nearly as I could determine a 
few years ago the revenues were $3 billion paid to the Federal Treas- 
ury and the distribution of Federal funds in every way that they could 
tabulate for the payment of the Army and the Navy within Cali- 
fornia, for the Army, Navy, and other military installations, and all 
Federal expenses there, ran about $2 billion, which indicated that for 
every dollar collected from California 35 cents was spent elsewhere 
and removed from the economy. 

I would be curious to know whether that is a general situation and 
what the situation is within the District, as showing to an extent the 
ability of local people to support those services which are locally used, 
however, the taxes may be raised. 

I would like to ask this question: While the percentages of the 
Federal contribution have dropped, have the services rendered locally 
changed in their content ? 

For example, I would expect to find when the percentage was 50 
percent prior to 1920 that the recreation program was very slight, 
some of the health programs were very slight, the variety of other 
social services which are in a sense consumed purely by those who are 
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in the area at the time were not being paid for by any Federal or 
other contributions. 

Mr. Fowter. That is essentially true, of course. The services were 
much less in those days when the percentages were less. 

Representative AuLen of California. Could you give us a list of the 
new services which have been added since the change a the policy 
from, say, 1900 on? 

Mr. Fow.er. The new services of the District government ? 

Representative ALLEN of California. The District government has 
added. 

Mr. Fow er. Yes. 

Representative Atten of California. Completely new fields of 
services, 

Mr. Fow ter. Yes. 

Representative AtLEN of California. Rather than just an increase 
in the volume of the established services. 

Mr. Fowuer. From what year would you want that? 

Representative ALLEN of California. From any year you would take 
as typical for the 50-50 contribution period. 

Mr. Fowter. Now, there is one further document which I would 
like to show you gentlemen, and I offer it for the record. It isa table 
showing the increases for salaries and pensions authorized by legis- 
lation from 1946 to 1954. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 


EXHIBIT 7 


Comparison of appropriation and obligation cost of beneficial legislation and 
statement of number of obligated positions (fiscal years 1946 through 1954) 


| Congressional New positions an eo 
reference | (obligated) Beneficial legislation 


¥ . } Estimated | Obligated 
| ° ° 

— Law — Amount or appro- or to be 

| priated | obligated ! 


Fiscal year 1946: | 
New positions- - _| cae $951, 984 
Beneficial legislation (obligations) -- : ; at ‘ watt , 020, 676 
Classified and other (20, 10, and | 
5 percent) _..__- 
Policemen and firemen (20, 10, ‘5 
percent plus 8 percent) -. 
Teachers and officers... 
Mead-Ramspeck Act... 
Pension police and firemen - . 
Fiscal year 1947: | 
New positions. .._.._. oa ‘ , 353 3, 765, 000 
Beneficial legislation (obligations) - 
Classified and other (14 percent) 
Policemen and firemen wi per- 
cent) pita 
Teachers and officers ($450) _ - 
Mead-Ramspeck Act_. pada : aid . id = 
Pension police and firemen t 4 203, 31! 203, 315 
Pension teachers and officers_. - -- 7 2 bs | 350, 350, 000 
Fiscal year 1948: | 
New positions. - - aah { | 1,620, 936 i 
Beneficial legislation (obligations) -.__- ae de ae ‘ , 461, 558 
Mead-Ramspeck Act 7 ; 
Fiscal year 1949: 
New positions. -__. a Ai 2 1, 935, 144 beet » 
Beneficial legislation (obligations) ..- ; , 891, 968 
Mead-Ramspeck Act tre 


See footnotes at end of table. 


42387—54——_22 
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Comparison of appropriation and obligation cost of beneficial legislation and 
statement of number of obligated positions (fiscal years 1946 through 1954) 
Continued 


| 
Congressional New positions 


Benefici wis 
reference (obligated) Beneficial legislat 


| — 

, . timate ( igat 

| Num. | Num- Estimated )bliga 
Amount or appro or to be 


ber priated obligat 


Fiscal year 1950 
New positions 
Beneficial legislation (obligations 
Policemen, firemen, teachers, | | 
diem ($330 $2, 670. 316 
Classified ($330 1 >, 542, 374 
Judges | l 37, 830 
Classified (new grade schedule 831, 940 
Mead-Ramspeck Act | | | 950, 000 
Police and firemen (widows and | 
children 8 7 340, 000 
Fiseal year iYol 
New pcsit 
Beneficial lk ! l i } 
Firen )-hour weel | To) O00 
Policeme 60-he wer | 9909, 000 
leachers Leave Act l \ 180. 00 
Police pay for 6th da 2 13 | | ( 
Mead-Ramspeck Act 77 | 9F0, 000 
Fiseal year 1952 
New positions 
Beneficial legislation (obligations 
Holiday pay, police and firemet 
Classified (10 pereent—$300 mini 
mum, $800 maximum 
Police, firemen, teachers, per 
diem 10 percent—3300 | 
mum, $800 maximun i 3 983, 
Mead-Ramspeck Act 77 
Pensions, teachers and officers , } 40) 
Pensions, policemen and firemen 2 280 
Fiseal year 1953 
‘ 





positions 
Beneficial legislatior 
Mead Ramsrpeek 
Fiseal year 1954 
New positions 5 
Beneficial lecislation 
Police and firemen (12 
Teachers Salary Act 
6 percent)... 
Pe rdaien 6 
Mead-Ramsneck Act * 
Pension, volicemen and fireme 


Total. ; eal 4,395 | 13, 561,005 | 40,895, 711 


1 Entries in this column opporite ‘‘pay increases’ include salary increases, reallccations, and M 
Ramsneck increases and opposite ‘“‘pensions’’ are considered obligations as funds are transf 
to retirement funds. 

2 Retroactive to July 1, 1948 (fiseal year 1949 

3 No cst; paid from savings from vacant positions 

4 No appropriation for within-grade salary advancements for the fiseal years 1953 and 1954 

5 Obligations cannot be determired 

6 Commissioners’ order; retroactive to Sept. 15, 1955 


erred, 


Representative Tauue. I don’t want to be facetious about this, Mr. 
Fowler, but if we could get the District under the point 4 program 
and get some of the money that flies off so easily to foreign countries, 
maybe we could do a job here in underdeveloped areas. 

Mr. Fow er. I would imagine we would have no difficulty i: 
getting along if that could come to pass. 

Here you see what is actually happening. You see here in excess 
of $40 million on an appropriation basis which has been added to 
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our annual payroll since 1946 due to beneficial legislation, and in 1946 
our appropriations were approximately 74 million; in 1954 approxi- 
mately 152 million. 

There is listed every piece of beneficial legislation in the way of 
pay increases from 1946 to 1954. 

Now, you see what that does to us. That runs right on up until 
we have a base added every year of $40 million to $41 million. 

The fortunate part about it is during these years, although we 
never anticipated in 1947, this wave of inflation has helped us get 
increased revenues. We have been getting far more than we antici- 
pated that we would get when we were here before you in 1947. That 
is what inflation has done for us that way; but also it has built up 
this tremendous cost of government, so that it is reaching a point now 
where it is leveling off, and that is why we find ourselves in difficulty. 

I might also advise you and you might be interested in the fact 
that income-tax deductions from our payroll amounts to $9,500,000. 

Now, I would like to offer for the record a portion of the Senate 
District Committee’s report which was unanimously adopted and in 
which it defined real property exempt from taxation. 

This full report was adopted by the full House District Committee 
in the 77th Congress, the year being 1941. That is the time when 
we had the hearing over here in the Senate on the bill defining real 
property exempt from taxation. We had no hearing in the House, 
but the House nevertheless adopted the Senate report in toto, and 
that is a very interesting statement they make in reference to the 
Federal payment. 


(The document referred to is as follows :) 


ExHIsitT 8 


REPorRT OF SENATE COMMITTEE UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED WHICH ACCOMPANIED THE 
Britt DEFINING REAL ProPERTY EXEMPT FROM TAXATION IN THE T7TH CONGRESS. 
THis Report WAs ADOPTED BY THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ALSO 


There is another class of property which is accorded exemption under this bill 
from taxation, and that is federally owned property. The inclusion of this 
property raises the age-old question of what part the Federal Government 
should play in the operating expenses of the District Government. For many 
years the Federal Government contributed to such expenses a sum equal to 50 
percent thereof. And this at a time when the landholdings of the Government 
were less than one-third of the present holdings, and the value of the buildings 
erected thereon was pitifully small as compared to the colossal figure which now 
represents their valuation. 

While the growth of the Federal holdings was taking place, and the value 
increased to a staggering figure the Congress, periodically and consistently, 
lowered the Federal contribution annually until today it is less than 10 percent 
of $6 million. This creates a situation which should receive the early, if not the 
immediate consideration, of the Congress of the United States. 

In these days of adjustment, it is important that the Capital City should know 
what to expect in the way of funds for its maintenance and operation. There is 
no reason to pass legislation of a piecemeal character, and it should not be 
difficult to arrive at a fair and equitable figure which will render it unnecessary, 
year after year, for the officials of the District of Columbia to resort to hap- 
hazard and makeshift measures to collect a sufficient amount of revenues to run 
the affairs of the city. This committee feels that proper adjustment in the fiscal 
relationship between the two governments should be brought about without delay 
and recommends immediate steps be taken by the Congress. 
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By the same token, the uncertainty which now exists with respect to those 
privately owned institutions which should be entitled to the privilege of tax 
exemption should be cleared, and the passage of this bill will accomplish that 
end, while the settlement of the problem of a Federal contribution will simplify 
the work of the District Commissioners for many years to come. 


Mr. Fowter. I should also like to include in the record that portion 
of Senate Report No. 579, 82d Congress, Ist session, July 1951, insofar 
as it relates to the Federal payment, page 2; Senate Report No. 1753, 
June 1952, 82d Congress, 2d session; and Senate Report No. 628, July 
6, 1953, in the 83d Congress. 

I would like to put those in the record to show what the thought has 
been about this Federal payment. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


ExHtnit 9 
SENATE Report No. 579—Dz1strict or CoLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1952 
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


The committee recommends $12 million, the budget estimate, for payment by 
the Federal Government toward the expenses of the District of Columbia, or 
an increase of $1,200,000 over the House allowance of $10,800,000. The allow- 
ance recommended will provide the full estimate, $11 million for the general 
fund, as compared to the House allowance of $9,800,000, and $1 million for 
credit to the water fund. Authorization for credit to the District of Columbia 
government of $11 million to the general fund and $1 million to the water fund 
by the United States is contained in the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 
1947, Public Law 195, 80th Congress, Ist session. Records show that the Federal 
Government has increased its acquisition of property within the District and 
has increased its demands for services such as the furnishing of water and con- 
struction of curbs and gutters around Federal buildings; yet no commensurate 
increase in the Federal payment to the District of Columbia government has 
been forthcoming. It would seem that the Federal Government should assume 
its fair share of the District’s financial responsibilities. It is well know that 
the land area of the District is fixed and that the taxable portion thereof is 
reduced as the Federal Government acquires additional holdings or foreign 
governments or private entities acquire additional nontaxable property. Of the 
$138,407,290 recommended in the 1952 appropriation bill for the District of 
Columbia, the sum of $114,875,121 is payable from the general fund. With a 
Federal contribution to this fund of $11 million, the percentage of the United 
States share would be 9.58. It appears significant to state that from 1922 to 1951, 
while the people of Washington increased their contribution to the maintenance 
and operation of the District government by $89 million, the Federal Government 
increased its contribution by only $607,737. 


ExHIsit 10 
SENATE Report No. 1753——DistTrict or COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1953 
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


In the matter of payment by the Federal Government toward the expenses of 
the District of Columbia the committee recommends the sum of $12 million which 
is the amount authorized by the Revenue Act of 1947. Such allowance provides 
$11 million for the general fund, an increase of $2,400,000 over the House allow- 
ance, and $1 million for the water fund. Bxpenses of the District of Columbia 
government continue to increase, and much of the costs are due to basic legisla- 
tion, yet there is no commensurate increase in the Federal contribution. In 
fact under the House bill the contribution would be less than 8 percent, the 
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lowest in history, and incidentally about the same amount paid by the Federal 
Government in 1922 when the United States share was 40 percent. The area 
of tax-exempt property is increasing from year to year and consequently the 
taxable property area, the major source of revenue, is diminishing. As of June 
30, 1951, the tax-exempt property area was 51.7 percent as compared to 49.7 
percent in 1945, or an inerease of approximately 4 percent. Of the $135,117,089 
recommended to be appropriated for 1953, the sum of $111,296,214 is payable 
from the general fund. With a Federal contribution to this fund of $11 million 
the percentage of the United States share would be about 10 percent. 


EXHIBIT 11 
SENATE Report No. 628, District or COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILt, 1954 
FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 


In reference to the payment by the Federal Government toward the expenses 
of the District of Columbia government, the committee agrees to the House rec- 
ommendation of $12 million which is the amount authorized by the Revenue Act 
of July 16, 1947. The sum will provide $11 million for the general fund, and $1 
million for the water fund. From a percentage standpoint the payment to the 
general fund in the fiscal year 1954 is estimated to be 8.84 percent, as compared 
to 8.85 percent for 1953, the low of 8.58 percent in 1952, and the high of 40 per- 
cent in 1922. 

In the past 30 years, appropriations payable from general revenues of the Dis- 
trict have increased from about $23 million to $120 million, an increase of over 
400 percent. Over this same period there were varying methods of determining 
the amount of the contribution, beginning with the 40-60 percentage proportion 
method and going to a lump-sum basis in changing amounts, starting with $9 
million in 1925 and continuing at that amount for about 10 years, and then re- 
ducing to a low of about $4,500,000 in 1935. For the next 11 years the contribu- 
tion averaged about $5,500,000 each year. In 1947 $8 million was appropriated; 
and since that date the maximum authorization under the Revenue Act of 1947 
has been $11 million, albeit lesser sums were appropriated in the past 3 fiscal 
years. 

In the light of these circumstances and the increasing annual expenditures 
of the District government, about one-fifth of which stem from legislation passed 
since 1945, it is the committee’s belief that a current study should be made to 
carefully explore the financial relationship between the Federal Government and 
the District of Columbia and the Federal Government’s financial responsibility 
to the Nation’s Capital. 

One of the facets of this problem is the constantly increasing amount of prop- 
erty acquired by the Federal Government, which, being exempt from taxation, 
decreases the major source of revenue of the District. In the fiscal year 1953 
the area of tax-exempt property for the Federal Government in the District of 
Columbia represented 42.7 percent as compared to 40.2 percent in 1943, 37.2 per- 
cent in 1940, and 34.9 percent in 1935. Consequently the area of taxable property 
is correspondingly reduced. 

Another related factor is the forecast of the actual condition of the District's 
general fund at the end of the fiscal year 1955. It was indicated at the hearings 
that such fund might have a deficit of about $15 million, and the reason advanced 
for that condition is primarily the fact that running expenses as compared to 
available revenues have been at such a level as to require the depletion of sur- 
plus funds that might otherwise be available. 


Mr. Fowter. All of these reports point to the immediate need for 
a fair and equitable payment which will render it unnecessary, year 
after year, for the officials of the District of Columbia to resort to 
emergency measures to collect sufficient revenues to run the city 
government. 

Now, in past years, Mr. Chairman, much attention has been given 
to formulas. A fair and equitable one is hard to find. So, I have 
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personally reached the conclusion that the easiest and best is the 
original idea of those creating the Organic Act. It is suggested that 
the | payment be based on a percentage of appropriations subsequently 
adjusted each year to expenditures. 

You can talk about formulas as much as you want, and we have been 

talking about them around here for years, but I have never seen an 
equitable and just one yet. They are difficult to compute and changing 
conditions make your formulas outdated very Giulekhy. 

So, the only equitable one that I can see is a percentage of the ap- 
propriations. 

Exhibit 12 omitted.) 

Representative Harris. What would be your idea as to the per- 
centage ¢ 

Mr. Fow.er. Well, I think the Commissioners are here under obli- 
gation to abide by this increase of $9 million, which would be a total 
$20 million, 

If there is to be more beneficial legislation, more increases in salaries, 
I have showed you that $9 million will not be near enough. 

You have got to increase taxes but if you increase taxes too much— 
what is going to happen ? 

You are going to have a swift movement to the outside areas. 

Representative Harris. Of course, I suppose that is another for- 
mula of just reaching up and getting a figure out of the air again, 
when you say $20 million, as I understood you to say. 

Mr. Fowtrr. Well, that is a lump sum; yes. 

Representative Harris. You have come to the conclusion that you, 
personally, believe that the best approach to it would be a percentage? 

Mr. Fowter. A percentage. 

Representative Harris. Notwithstanding what the Commissioners 
may say or do, since you have reached that conclusion on the first 
basis, what would be veat idea of a percentage ? 

Mr. Fowter. Well, I did not say, however, Mr. Harris, that I 
thought the percentage should be a permanent perc entage. The 
amount may vary. 

I can see at this point, as I sit here, that there is a possibility that 
the $9 million will not be enough. 

The percentage should be higher than whatever that would amount 
to—14.65. That would be the percentage of $20 million. 

Representative Harris. I thought you were talking about a perma- 
nent solution to the problem and not one of these year-to-year 
problems. 

Mr. Fow.er. Well, I don’t see how there would be a permanent 
solution of the problem as long as nobody in God’s world knows what 
is going to happen or what you are going to do with us. 

If you could tell me that inflation was going to stop, if beneficial 
legislation was going to stop, then I would say that somewhere around 
this 15 or 20 or 25 percent would be adequate, but I can’t say that. 

I want to show you the three tables I was requested to prepare on 
what would happen in the event we use certain suggested assumptions, 

(The tables referred to are as follows :) 
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EXHIBIT 13 
FINANCIAL STATUS OF GENERAL Funp WiTHOvuT PusLic Works ProgRAM 


This projection is based on revenues from present legislation and expenses for 
items other than those included in the public works program. The assumptions 
follow: 

1. Income will increase approximately $750,000 each year. 

2. The Federal payment will remain at the full $11 million each year. 

3. The operating expenses will increase 2 percent each year. This is based 
on an estimated 1 percent for mandatory items, such as for retirement funds 
and obligations to the Federal Government, and 1 percent for other items. 

4. The capital outlay is for items not included in the public works program, 
such as major improvements, electrical installations, and repayment of normal 
debt. 

5. The need for staffing and maintaining new construction is eliminated inas- 
much as there is no major capital outlay in this statement. 
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340 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


FINANCIAL STATUS OF GENERAL FUND BASED ON NORMAL CAPITAL OUTLAY 
PROGRAM 


EXPLANATION 


This statement is predicated on the basis that the present legislation for 
revenue will continue and that there will be normal capital outlay amounting to 
$10 million each year. The assumptions follow: 

1. That the income will accelerate only to the extent of approximately $750,000 
per year. 

2. That the Federal payment will remain at the full $11 million each year. 

8. That there will be an increase of 3 percent in the operating cost of the 


District, which will include staffing and maintenance of all normal new 
construction. 
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342 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


FINANCIAL STATUS oF GENERAL FUND BASED ON PUBLIC WoRKS PROGRAM AND 
PROPOSED REVENUE L&GISLATION 


EXPLANATION 


The attached projection of the financial status of the general fund is based on 
past trends in operating expenses and a preview of economic conditions causing 
a leveling off of revenues in some categories while a gradual increase will con- 
tinue in others, resulting generally in a slight net increase in revenues. These 
are only estimates and can be influenced by many factors which could lessen or 
increase both the revenues and operating expenses. Specifically the assumptions 
are as follows: 

1. New legislation authorizing the public works program, an increase in the 
annual Federal payment and providing new tax revenues, will be enacted before 
June 1, 1954. 

2. Estimate of appropriations for 1955 includes the normal operating budget 
plus the 1955 general fund portion of the public works program. 

3. The 2 percent increment in operating expenses for the fiscal years 1955-64 
is based on an estimated 1 percent increase in mandatory items, such as for 
retirement funds and obligations to the Federal Government, and an estimated 
increase of 1 percent for other items. 

4. The cost of maintenance and staffing new construction is in addition to the 
2 percent increase in normal operating expenses. 

5. Repayment of loan based on 30 equal payments of principal and interest, 
with interest rate of 2% percent on unpaid balance. 

6. Capital outlay not included in program consists of items such as major 
improvements, electrical installations, and repayment of debt other than the 
public works program. 
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346 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Fowter. All of these have to do with the same general fund. 
It is a statement of the estimated financial status of the general fund 
of the District of Columbia for the fiscal years 1955-64, inclusive, based 
on revenue from present sources and appropriations for expenditures 
other than public works construction. 

Now, using that as the first assumption, I follow with this addi- 
tional assumption: 

First, that the income will increase approximately $750,000 each 
year. 

Second, that the Federal payment will remain at the full $11 
million each year. 

Third, that the operating expenses will increase 2 percent each year ; 
and this is based on an estimated 1 percent for mandatory items, such 
as for retirement funds and obligations to the Federal Government, 
and 1 percent for other items. 

Fourth, the capital outlay is for items not included in the public 
works program, such as major improvements, electrical installations 
and repayment of normal debt; and 

Fifth, a need for staffing and maintaining new construction is 
eliminated inasmuch as there is no major capital outlay in this state- 
ment. 

This statement is a statement in which we do nothing. We are liv- 
ing on just our revenue. We build no capital outlay over a 10-year 
period and, assuming we can create a deficit, which we can’t do, of 
course, and projecting our thinking over a 10-year period, the deficit 
would be $92,384,600. 

Now, any such statement as that is only so good as the assumptions. 

These assumptions can be changed, of course, by any beneficial leg- 
islation. They could go up. 

If taxes do increase, then the amount of deficit goes down. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Fowler, I wonder if you 
could suspend at this time. Senator Hendrickson desires to insert in 
the record a statement. 

You may proceed, Senator, and make any statement you desire to 
make, orally, with reference to a problem which affects the District 
and which your committee has been very thoroughly investigating. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. HENDRICKSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


Senator Henprickson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen of the committee. I have a statement here. I will not 
read it, because I know you have many witnesses. I only ask, as I 
re it in the record, that it have the careful study of the committee, 

ecause it represents the studies made by the Senate Subcommittee on 


Juvenile Delinquency here in the District of Columbia. 

We have inspected all those buildings and institutions which treated 
with the delinquency problem, and we found a great inadequacy in 
the buildings. There is a lot we need to do here in the District of 
Columbia by way of providing facilities to handle these delinquents. 

I put particular emphasis on the Receiving Center, which was 
being discussed here this morning just as I came in. I honestly hope 
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that this statement, Mr. Chairman, will have the very careful study of 
the committee. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It will, Senator, and this 
statement may be inserted in the record with reference particularly 
to welfare evaluation made by the witnesses this morning. 

Senator Henpricxson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Statement by Senator Hendrickson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF Hon. Rorert C. HENDRICKSON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE oF NEW JERSEY, ON NEED FOR CERTAIN ADDITIONAL INSTITUTIONAL F'ACILI- 
TIES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Chairman, during the month of December 1953, the Senate Subcommittee 
on Juvenile Delinquency which I have the honor to serve as chairman, conducted 
hearings on the problem of delinquency among children in the District of Colum- 
bia. During the course of these hearings I had occasion to visit the institutions 
used for the care and treatment of delinquent children in the District and to 
receive testimony from the public agencies primarily involved in such care. 
My request to be heard here today grows out of a very deep concern which I 
developed out of that experience about certain conditions in the District of 
Columbia which seriously hamper its efforts to cope with the problem of juvenile 
delinquency. I appreciate this opportunity to share my concern with you. 

Since your present hearings relate specifically to the development of a public- 
works program for the District of Columbia, I will limit my brief remarks to 
certain physical facilities needed for the care and treatment of delinquent chil- 
dren, This focus does not in any way imply that I am not equally concerned 
about other limitations in programs which grow out of lack of qualified staff in 
sufficient number in several District agencies. 

I would like to speak first of all to conditions prevailing at the Receiving 
Home for Children. This institution, as you know, is a detention center for 
delinquent children awaiting court action or for transfer to some other kind 
of care subsequent to disposition by the juvenile court. This institution, com- 
pleted in 1949, is designed to house 48 children. On December 14, 1953, in com- 
pany with my distinguished colleague, Senator Hennings of Missouri, and mem- 
bers of the subcommittee staff, I visited the Receiving Home for Children. On 
that date no less than 94 children were under care. Since that time, it has been 
called upon to house a new alltime high of 124 children. 

It seems almost unnecessary to say that the effects of such overcrowding are 
extremely detrimental to the children concerned. Imagine, if you will, 47 boys 
crowded into the senior boys’ unit which measures approximately 20 by 30 feet. 
Or 40 girls spending the bulk of the working hours in a 12-by-25-foot room. Or 
14 children sleeping on the floors of the Receiving Home because it lacks space 
for more than 80 beds. 

Individualized study and counseling during detention should and can repre- 
sent a long step back toward a law-abiding existence for many children. But 
the present situation, despite sincere and devoted staff efforts to develop a 
constructive program, permits nothing more than a cold-storage experience for 
most of the youngsters. Boys and girls so detained cannot, for the most part, 
emcrge from that experience without added bitterness and resentment. 

The Receiving Home has no facilities for the isolation of boys or girls who 
might be suffering from some physical disease. The lack of such facilities adds 
immeasurably to the danger of contagion from infectious diseases. The Receiv- 
ing Home has no indoor recreational areas worthy of the name. The fenced-in, 
macadam paved outdoor play area is inadequate in size, equipment, and provision 
for security against runaways. Although the Receiving Home is called upon to 
care for a certain number of boys and girls who are extremely upset and, there- 
fore, high custodial risks, it has no adequate provision in the way of properly 
designed or equipped individual detention rooms. 

I am informed that the Commissioners of the District of Columbia intend to 
request a supplemental appropriation of $550,000 for the expansion of the Re- 
ceiving Home for Children in the event that additional revenues are forthcoming 
through which such an expansion may be financed. I have not had an opportunity 
to give any detailed study to the specific proposals for the securing of additional 
revenues contained in H. R. 7389. I restrict myself here, therefore, to urging 
the need for an expansion of the present Receiving Home for Children in the 
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strongest possible terms. It is my belief, Mr. Chairman, that the present over- 
crowding of the Receiving Home for Children not only interferes with the process 
of changing a delinquent child into a law-abiding citizen but that the inevitable 
mingling in such a situation of the casual and sometimes immature delinquent 
with the confirmed and many times sophisticated one cannot but add to the 
delinquent inclinations of many youngsters who might otherwise be saved from 
delinquent careers. 

The proposed public-works program for the District of Columbia, dated Januar 
1954, also includes funds for the completion of the Children’s Center near Laure 
Md. The seriously overcrowded conditions prevailing in the Industrial Home 
Schools for colored children attest to the need to complete the facilities at Laure 
so that these children can be moved into new quarters. The physical facilities 
of the present Industrial Home School for white children could not be calle 
anything less than shocking. New facilities for these children, we are glad t 
know, are almost completed at this time. I commend all those responsible for 
that forward-looking development. 

Although I have not had an opportunity to visit the District Training School 
at Laurel which cares for mentally retarded children, I am aware that some such 
children pile up in the Receiving Home awaiting room for them in the District 
Training School, This, of course, only adds to the severe problems confronting 
the latter institution. On the basis of information available to me at the present 
time, I would certainly approve expansion of the District Training School which 
is necessary to create room for these unfortunate children so that they can be 
removed from the institutions for delinquent children where they are many times 
harmed rather than benefited and where their presence interferes with the de- 
velopment of a program helpful to antisocial children who possess normal inte] 
lectual ability. 

Mr. Chairman, in 20th-century America we can and must make better pro- 
visions than those now existing for our unfortunate young. We can afford to do 
so and we cannot afford to do less. And responsibility for action, until the Dis- 
trict is given home rule, rests squarely upon you and me and every other Member 
of the Congress of the United States. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER FOWLER—Resumed 


The Cuarrman. In respect to this matter of the plight of moving 
the people from cities to suburbs, I became interested in that matter 
last year as a result of some of the statements that were being made 
on the causes for that, and asked the American Municipal Association 
to make a study on that for my reference. 

Under date of June 1, 1953, I have a research report for the Senate 
Committee on the District of Columbia headed “The Flight to the 
Suburbs.” It is signed by Randy H. Hamilton, director of the Wash- 
ington office of the American Municipal Association. It is a 214- 
page statement, together with two tables, which I would like to place 
in the record, and I would like to discuss certain features of it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, it will be put in 
the record at this point. 

(“The Flight to the Suburbs” is as follows :) 


Tue Fuicut To THe Sunurns—A ReseAarcH REPORT FOR THE SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON THE District of COLUMBIA 


The populating of rural areas which constitute the unincorporated fringes 
around metropolitan areas is largely a continuation of the expansion process 
wh'ch has been operating in urban areas for a long time. This is evidenced by 
the fact that rural dwellers have moved step by step from the parts of the cities 
which are nearest the rural areas and which are also areas of predominately 
single-family dwellings and with higher than average rents. 

The exodus from the cities is prompted by a general desire to gain the benefits 
of the more open country rather than by an expulsive force of a given district 
within the city. People leave the cities because they believe the rural areas are 
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better places tg raise children ; are less congested ; are cleaner and provide larger 
lots. Only a few are attracted by the promise of lower taxes and cheaper land. 

From our sampling of the studies which have been made in this field we 
advise that a particular site is usually selected by the purchaser because it 
proved to be the best buy at a given time, or was a house which the buyer 
liked or was close to a school. Other decided factors in order of importance 
are: general appearance of the subdivision, availability for purchase, nearness 
to public transportation to cities’ business areas and to places of amusement, 
neighborliness of the area, lower taxes, proximity to major highways, restrictions 
on the area, the fact that the area was wooded, influence of friends who live there 
and lastly, the influence of the owner or realtor. 

It is significant to note that the rural dweller prefers not to do without the 
services which he had become used to in the city. Such services as public 
transportation, sewer, ash and garbage collection, gas connections, to-the-door 
mail service, and street lights are deemed to be essential. Water supply, side- 
walks and to-the-door mail service are highly desirable. The attitude toward 
sidewalks varies, however, according to the location of the subdivision with 
reference to main highways. Those who must walk along busy, high-speed 
arterials deem sidewalks very essential. 

The rural dweller seeks to have a food market, grade school and arterial 
highway within a radius of half a mile. A gas station and drug store should 
be within a mile radius. Church, beauty parlor, movies, parks, and high school 
are deemed necessary by him to be within a radius of 1 to 1% miles. Taverns, 
airports and places of employment are deemed close enough if they are within 
a radius of 5 miles. 

The general trend in employment toward the 5-day week has added impetus to 
the underlying common desire by the rural dweller for wider lots. This com- 
mon desire for more space, cleaner and less congested areas and better en- 
vironment for children has been accentuated as the wage-earner has been afforded 
more leisure time to spend with the family and in the home. 

It should be noted that economic reasons, sometimes given first place by many 
in attempting to account for residential movement are deemed relatively unim- 
portant. The results of our investigations show that the rural resident himself, 
when quietly queried, states that the question of lower taxes is a poor reason 
for moving to rural areas. This study reports that the noneconomie aspects of 
rural living are the more significant attractions. 


SUMMATIONS 


A. Reasons. for moving from incorporated to unincorporated or fr'nge areas 
(listed in order of importance) : 
Better for Children, 32 percent 
Less congestion, 18 percent 
Cleaner, 17 percent 
Larger lot, 18 percent 
Lower taxes, 10.5 percent 
Forced to move, 6.5 percent 
Cheaper land, 3.0 percent 
B. Reasons for moving to a particular site in preference to other sites: 
Best buy at time 
Like house 
Close to sehoo! 
Desirable lot size 
Liked looks of subdivision 
Only place available 
Close to city 
Near to work 
Neighborliness of area 
Lower taxes than elsewhere 
Near major highway 
Restricted area 
Wooded area 
Friends live there 
Influence of owner or realtor 
Table I shows the shift in population in the cities of around 1 million in popu- 
lation between 1940 and 1950. Table II is developed by total increase for each 
metropolitan area that has accrued to the central city and to the outside area. 
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Based on these computations, and ranking the cities according to central city 
growth as compared with outside growth, you get this result: Baltimore, Minne- 
apolis-St. Paul, Washington, Cleveland, St. Louis, Buffalo. Washington thus 
ranks third, or in the upper half of these selected cities, according to central city 
growth as compared with suburban growth. 

The other side of the flight to the suburbs, the problem of what happens after 
the people get there, is worthy of mention in this report. During 1952 cities an- 
nexed fringe areas at an unprecedented rate. 

A total of 402 cities over 5,000 population annexed fringe areas in 1952 rang 
ing from less than one acre to several cities up to 80 square miles as Was the case 
in San Antonio, Tex. 

In 1951 fringe areas were annexed by 309 cities, while the number of cities 
annexing land totaled 382 in 1950. 

Important factors in encouraging fringe areas to seek annexation have been 
the pressing needs of these outlying areas for additional municipal services, 
especially sewerage and water supply. Eight basic services—drainage, fire pro 
tection, garbage collection, police protection, sewerage, streets, water supply and 
zoning were reported as being insufficient in many of the annexed areas. Only 
six cities found all of these services adequate in areas that they annexed. 

In most cases the annexation movement originated in the area to be annexed, 
or was a joint enterprise of the area and the central city. Only 17 cities indi- 
vidually started the process. 

Ranpy H. HAMILTON, 
Director of the Washington Office, 
American Municipal Association. 


TABLE I.—Population inside and outside central cities of around 1,000,000 
population, 1950 and 1940 


Population Increase 
Standard metropolitan area ——— | — 


1950 1940 Number Percent 


Baltimore, Md___- ; | 1,337,373 1, 083, 300 254, 073 
Baltimore ‘ 949, 708 859, 100 | 90, 608 
Outside central city ) | 387, 665 224, 200 | 163, 465 

Buffalo. N. Y : 1, 089, 230 958, 487 | 130, 743 
Buffalo | 580, 132 575, { 4, 231 
Outside central city | 509, 098 i | 126, 512 

Cleveland, Ohio- --.. 1, 465, 511 . 198, 241 | 
Cleveland . 914, 808 878, 336 36, 
Outside central city 550, 703 388, 934 

Minneapolis-St. Paul; Minn. } 1,116,509 940, 937 
In central cities 833, 067 780, 106 | 
Minneapolis 521,718 492, 370 
St. Paul 311, 349 287, 736 | 
Outside central cities 4 283, 442 | 160, 831 

St. Louis, Mo 1, 681, 281 , 432, 088 | 
St. Louis 856, 796 816, 048 
Outside central cities__- :. 824, 485 616, 040 5 

Washington, D. C lies 1, 464, O89 | 967, 985 496, 104 
Washington dhe . 802, 178 663, 091 139, 087 | 
Outside central city-- : : a 661, 911 304, 894 357, 017 


TaBLe II.—Total increase for each metropolitan area, Central City and 
outside area, 1940-50 


Baltimore 

Outside 

Buffalo 

Outside 

Cleveland 

Outside 
Minneapolis-St. Paul 
Outside 


Washington 
ene eas i oi a ee he sab bodelmbewoweuaels 
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The Cuarrman. I will not read the entire statement, but just select- 
ing a few sentences which will give the conclusions of the American 
Municipal Association, it says : 

The results of our investigations show that the rural resident himself, when 
quietly queried, states that the question of lower taxes is a poor reason for 
moving to rural areas. 

And then they have a summation of the reasons that are given for 
moving from the cities out to the fringe areas : 

Better for children, 32 percent 
Less congestion, 18 percent 
Cleaner, 17 percent 

Larger lot, 13 percent 

Lower taxes, 10.5 percent 
Forced to move, 6.5 percent 
Cheaper land, 3 percent 

Then in one of the tables it gave this rather interesting comparison 
on the increased population between 1940 and 1950. 

The city of Baltimore increased 39 percent in population between 
those census years. Outside, in the fringe area it increased 61 percent. 

The city of Buffalo increased 3 percent in population in that 10- 
year period, and outside Buffalo it increased 97 percent. 

The city of Cleveland, Ohio, increased 18 percent inside the area, and 
outside the area the increase was 82 percent. 

Minneapolis-St. Paul, there was a 30-percent increase inside the 
cities, and 70 percent outside. 

St. Louis increased 16 percent inside and 84 percent in the fringe 
area. 

Washington increased 28 percent within the city and 72 percent 
outside. In other words, what has happened in Ww ashington is not 
exclusive to Washington. It isa thing which has been going on in the 
cities of the country, generally speaking, and Washington is in about 
the position of Minneapolis-St. Paul. 

It did not have quite as much increase inside the city as Baltimore, 
percentagewise, but in St. Louis, for example, the increase within the 
city was 16 percent and 84 percent outside. 

Now, that does not, to my mind, however, defeat the need for 
a public-works program, as you analyze the reasons that are given 
for these movings. 

It was nota tax matter, but it is to get the facilities that this public- 
works program proposed. For instance, 82 percent moved out because 
it would be better for the children. Now, one of the reasons why it is 
not as good for the children in the District of Columbia is because 
some of these public works things that you want to develop we now 
lack. We have not kept pace. 

Seventeen percent of them moved because it was cleaner. 

Eighteen percent moved because of the less congestion. 

Thirteen percent of them moved because of a larger lot. If you add 
that up, that is 80 percent. of those who moved out, “they moved for one 
of those reasons; better for children, less congestion, cleaner, larger 
lot: and only 10.5 percent for lower taxes. 

So I think that the study does not argue against the public-works 
program, in fact, it argues for it that in or der to provide within the 
city something that is comparable in operation for children or in 
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living conditions, that is comparable with what they can get in the 
outlying areas, but at the same time I think it does warrant examina- 
tion of the tax structure. 

I know that you will have the tax man come on as the next witness. 
I have some figures on comparative taxes with this and outlying 
centers, when we come to that. 

I take the time to bring this to your attention, Mr. Chairman, be- 

cause I think if we are going to see our problem here we ought to know 
the real reason. 

Mr. Fow er. It showed the necessity for the public-works program. 
We must have it. 

The Cuarrman. You did say something to the effect that an increase 
in taxes would accentuate the drive to the suburbs. 

Mr. Fowtrr. I hope I did not say that because we are proposing 
increased taxes, and it takes increased taxes to make this program. 
I am indicating that if we go too far in increased taxes, there is a 
certain limit beyond which you cannot go, and I think the people are 
willing to pay a reasonable increase in taxes. 

Another thing about your statistics, when they move out of these 
cities, sometimes they move within certain territorial limitations, 
where the city can still get some taxes, but when they move out of this 
little territory, we do not get anything. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. O'Hara, we had this study made last year for 
possible use, and I would be glad to see that the clerk makes copies 
available for our record. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Senator. 

Proceed, Mr. Fowler. 

Mr. Fow.er. The second table that had to do with the finaneial 
status of the general fund is based on two assumptions; that the in- 
come will increase approximately $750,000 per year, and with this 
acceleration the Federal payment will remain at $11 million per year. 
There will be an increase of 3 percent in the operating cost of the Dis- 
trict, which will include staffing and maintenance of all normal new 
construction and that there would be a capital outlay of what we have 
been doing over the past 10 years, $10 million worth of capital outlay. 

With that assumption, the deficit would amount to $253 million, and 
again I call your attention to the fact that the assumption is only as 
good as it stands up. It could change overnight. 

The third one is one based on what would happen as far as the gen- 
eral fund was concerned, if you did everything that we are asking you 
to do in the way of this public works program. 

First, the new legislation authorizing the public works program, an 
increase in the annual Federal payment and providing new tax reve- 
nues, will be enacted before June 1, 1954. 

Second, the estimate of appropriations for 1955 includes the normal 
operating budget, plus the 1955 general fund portion of the public- 
works program. 

Third, the 2 percent increment in operating expenses for the fiscal 
years 1955-64 is based on an estimated 1 percent increase in mandatory 
items, such as for retirement funds and obligations ‘to the Federal 
Government, and an estimated increase of 1 percent for other items. 

Fourth, the cost of maintaining and staffing new construction is in 
addition to the 2 percent increase in normal operating expenses, and 
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wherever you see in this table the cost of staffing new construction, 
those estimates were prepared by the departments that were involved, 
that isthe department heads. They had to prepare them, and we asked 
them to tell us what it would cost to staff these buildings if they were 
built. 

The fifth is the repayment of the loan, based on 30 eqnal payments 
of principal and interest, with an interest rate of 27% percent on the 
unpaid balance. 

Sixth is the capital outlay, not included in the program, consisting 
of items such as major improvements, electrical installations, and re- 
pavment of debt other than the public works program. 

Based on those assumptions, even if you app! oved all that we have 
asked for in this program, by the end of 10 years there would be a 
deficit of $102.958,079. You will see that for 1955, 1956, and perh: aps 
1957 we will get by with a little close figuring on the budget when it 
came before us, and when they asked for these items, but as the years 
ran on, if there was no change in our revenue picture, if there was no 
acceleration of inflation, that appears to be the best picture that we 
can arrive at. 

It will be distorted and disrupted in its entirety as other benefits 
we have to assume. This is looking down 10 years, and anything can 
happen in any one of those years. It can change overnight, as a mat- 
ter of fact. But as of this moment, it is the best we can give you and 
I think the Commissioners and all the staff and all the rest of us are 

satisfied that the figures are accurate and the assumptions are the logi- 
cal ones to use, and that is the best we can do for you. 

Representative Smrrv of Virginia. You have certainly done a stu- 
pendous amount of work. 

Representative Harris. Does that mean if there is no increase in 
Federal payments and no increase in taxes, that will be the result ? 

Mr. Fowurr. No, if we get everything, the full increase in payments, 
and all the increases in taxes, we will be still $102 million in the red 
in 10 years, if you give us everything we ask for. 

If you do not give us anything, these other two tables will be 
effective. 

Representative Harris. Do you mean to say that you laid out a 
program that we will be $102 million in the red 10 years from now, 
whether or not it is completed ? 

Mr. Fow ter. In this one. 

Representative Harris. That is what I am talking about. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. What are you going to do about 
it? 

Mr. Fowter. There is one fortunate thing about it, each year wiil 
have to take care of itself. Each year the Commissioners have to 
approve this item by item. They will have to live within the income. 

Representative Sarrn of Virginia. You say they cannot live within 
the income. 

Mr. Fowter. They will not be able to increase all that they are ask- 
ing for if these assumptions stand true. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The bill presumes the finane- 
ing of this $102 million shortage by borrowing from the Treasury, 
is that true? 

Mr. Fow.er. No, we make no provision for this $102 million at all. 





354 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Senator Case, we have a 
rollcall over on the House floor, so the House Members will have to go 
over and respond to that rolleall. Do you want to go ahead or do you 
prefer waiting until we get back ? 

The Cuarrman. Whatever you want to do. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. This testimony is very in- 
teresting. Why do we not just recess for 20 minutes, and then pro- 
ceed with Mr. Fowler when we get back ? 

(Whereupon, a 29-minute recess was taken because of a rolleall on 
the floor of the House.) 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will be in 
order. Mr. Fowler, you were on the stand. 

If I understood your testimony correctly, what you said is that 
under all the plans which have been proposed here, and under the leg- 
islation which has been submitted by the Commissioners, that as this 
plan is projected out over the 10-year period, assuming that all the 
assumptions are correct as to revenues, that there will be a deficit if 
the plan is attempted to be carried out to the extent which is outlined, 
that there will be a deficit of $102 million, in round figures. 

Mr. Fowter. In the general fund only, having no relation to the 
highway, sanitary sewer, or the water. Those are separate cases. 
This refers to the general fund only, and that is the one that is in 
difficulty. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That still leaves me in a 
quandary. What consideration is given to the other three items that 
you mentioned in there, the highway fund, the sewer, and water works 
funds? Where are we on that? Are we still $100 million in the 
red? 

Mr. Fow.er. You are perfectly safe on all the other funds. They 
are self-sustaining. ‘They have revenues that will carry them. That 
has been testified to by the witnesses yesterday. We foresaw and 
foresee no difficulty. 

If you approve all those funds as the Commissioners have asked for 
them, the water will take care of itself, the highway will take care of 
itself, and sanitary sewers will take care of themselves. 

This is the fourth ease. It concerns only the general fund. This 
shows a picture that is not too pretty, of course, but it can change over- 
night, and that is what I want to impress upon your mind. It is the 
impression of our thinking, based upon the past experience and today, 
and nobody knows what will happen in the future. I don’t know, 
and nobody in my office knows. This whole thing could change over- 
night. Instead of having a deficit we might have a substantial sur- 
plus. 

The CuamrMan, At that, it is only $10 million worse than if you do 
nothing. 

Mr. i ywLER. That is right, and if we do nothing, the deficit is $92 


million. If we do this, then we will have all the public works that you 
have heard these gentlemen testify about today, and Dr. Corning yes- 
terday. We will have all of that, and the difference between our situ- 
ation will be only $10 million and not $102 million. 

The CuarrMan, And that is on a 10-year basis? 

Mr. Fow.er. That is right. 
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The Carman. In other words, your situation is only $1 million 
worse per year. 

Mr. Fow er. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. Are there not plenty of precedents, when you are 
forecasting a program for any single year when you had to work 
around a $1 million problem ¢ 

Mr. Fow er. Yes, sir; there have been, and I think that we will 
have no particular difficulty in working around this as far as I can 
see it right now. There certainly would be no difficulty in 1956. 

As I indicated a little while ago, the Commissioners will have to 
consider these particular items each year. 

The costs may change. Some of the estimates of the building proj- 
ects we are getting now are down, because there has been a slacking up 
in work demands. If that situation ch: anges, even the various esti- 
mates that have been furnished you on what these items will cost may 
make an entirely different picture, but we have to give you the best 
we can think of, as of today. We will have to revise this every year 
and see what the situation is. 

It should not interfere or prevent the going ahead of this program 
on the justifications you have heard, with the understanding that the 
Commissioners must, each year, reevaluate what they intend to do, 
knowing that they have to live within their income. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. How are they going to do it if 
we are $10 million behind each year! 

Mr. Fowxer. They will not do it easily, of course. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. How are those of us who will 
have to justify them on the floor of the Congress going to carry this 
burden? What are we going to tell them? 

Mr. Fow er. It will be just the same, you will have to explain to 
them when you say that our proposal is $4,500,000—that is our new 
taxes will bring in $4,500,000—and we came before you in 1947 and 
estimated that our sales tax was around $11 million. But what hap- 
pened? It went up to over $15 million in these few years. And so we 
have seen all along that these things can change and when we ask 
you for $4,500,000 worth of new taxes, it may look like $4,500,000 worth 
of taxes today, but before this 10 years is over, it may be double that. 
And so the picture can change overnight and of course it can be worse. 

Senator Bratt. What percentage to valuation do you assess your 
real estate in the District ? 

Mr. Fowrer. The Assessor will be on the stand with that informa- 
tion. 

The Cuarrman. Would it be fair to say that if we look at this bill 
that the additional financing that it provides takes care of the addi- 
tional expenditures that it contemplates ? 

Mr. Fow.er. I would say pretty nearly all except for $10 million. 

The Cuarrman. The point I would like to make is this, with the 
exception of $10 million, this bill does provide the revenue for the 
expenditures that it contemplates and that out of the $102 million of 
accumulated deficit which you see possible over a 10-year period, that 
$92 million of that would exist if we do nothing. 

Mr. Fowter. Yes, $92 million would exist if we do nothing at all. 
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The CHairmaNn. So what we are addressing ourselves to primarily is 
the financing of this particular program from a construction stand- 
point. 

Mr. Fowter. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We do know that even with 
this $10 million deficit, with the most optimistic viewpoint as to the 
possibility that it might be greater than it is, but also we must be just 
as practical and recognize that there will be salary increases and that 
sort of thing. That is almost inevitable. ‘There will be other emer- 
gency expenses which are not contemplated in this program which all 
of us will be concerned with financing. 

Mr. Fowuer. That is perfectly true, and I told you about the item 
in the St. Elizabeths Hospital. 

If these things will be placed on us by Congress, Congress must find 
a way to finance them and pay for them. 

The Carman. Am I correct in the impression that the bill of itself 
does not authorize specific projects, but that it is contemplated that 
the construction program would be carried out if the revenue were 
available out of authority which exists in the existing legislation rela- 
tive to streets and highways and water and the authority that the 
Commissioners have to propose buildings projects, improvement pro)- 
ects under general law. 

Mr. Fow er. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. Then, it is fair to say, as a matter of making the 
cloth fit the pattern, if we come to individual years that the modifica- 
tion necessary could be accomplished by one of the following things, 
or by a combination of them; for instance, in that particular year we 
might have a prospect of increased revenue from the sales tax or from 
something else, and that would enable us to carry out the program 
pretty much as envisioned. . That reew be No. 1. 

Or, No. 2, we might, on a given year, find a decrease in revenue in 
that particular year and to present a balanced budget you might 
not propose as much construction as the plan or iginally contemplated. 

Mr. Fowter. That is all we can do, is to consider it on a year-to- 
year basis. 

The CuHamman. So that annually from here on through the 10- 
year period you might take in cognizance of changes in revenue and 
be able to meet the program for that year without a deficit or if you 
did not, you might modify the program or you might, by reason of 
future consideration, change the tax rate or some particular tax if 
it seems necessary to do so, 

Mr. Fowrrr. I think what you say would be the imperative things; 
they would have to be done because we have to submit a balanced 
budget. 

Represent: itive Atten of California. Is there not a possibility that 
on the basis of these estimates which are not very well founded, 
decrease of about 8 percent in the construction costs would bahetice 
the program ¢ 

Mr. Rowse That is a possibility. I referred to that a moment 
ago that there may be a decrease in the cost estimates of items, and 
those things could all happen. I don’t know, and nobody knows what 
will happen i in the next 10 years. 
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Representative Tauie. You have assumed, though, that the dollar 
will not depreciate in value? 

Mr. Fowter. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Our experience indicates that following the ces- 
sation of the shooting in World War II, that our construction dollar 
on public roads improved and our bids on public construction im- 
proved until the Korean affair broke, and then they went the other 
way. 

I do not see how anybody has enough of a crystal ball to make a 
complete and firm estimate of what construction costs would be over 
the period of the next 10 years. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think that is right, and of 
course one thing right now is certainly very high, and I do not see 
the peak yet, and that is construction, but certainly there will be some 
readjustments of price along some lines in construction costs, I would 
anticipate, would you not, Mr. Fowler? 

Mr. Fow ter. I should think so. I should think there is some little 
evidence of it now in some of the bids they are getting in. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I appreciate your candor in 
presenting to us a completely candid statement, as you see it in the 
position you occupy, and as one member of the committee I appreciate 
that frankness. I think we should have our eyes open to all these 
things, and not have just another Russian 10-year program that is 
not going to mean anything if we do not finance it, we cannot have it, 
and that is all there is to it. 

But I do suggest, as Judge Smith suggests, that those of us who 
are certainly most friendly in this whole picture, and who desire 
to advocate the program of the Commissioners, are going to be con- 
fronted with convincing their colleagues who may not have the same 
approach to this that we have. 

So that your testimony does, I think, fairly indicate the complete 
candor with which we must present it to our colleagues of the House 
and the Senate, frankly, and I, for one, appreciate the fact that we 
have been give the facts and that we do now know what we are up 
against. 

Are there any other questions, gentlemen ? 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. That $10-million-a-year deficit 
is notwithstanding. the anticipated increase in the Federal contribu- 
tion. 

Mr. Fowter. That is correct. 

Representative Smirxu of Virginia: How are you going to meet it? 
That is what I do not get. 

Mr. Fowter. Well, as has been indicated, we will have to meet it 
by cutting the cloth to meet the amount of money that we have, it may 
be necessary to cut some of those items down. 1,001 things might 
“=e. = gait : 

epresentative Smirn of Virginia. I do not take it you mean that 
you would take the proposed money to use in your general fund to 
meet your daily expenses, would you ? 

Mr. Fowter. Oh, no. This proposed money that you speak of is 
planned money for the capital outlay, the $45 million in the 10 years 
from the Federal Government would be for capital outlay. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. You cannot cut down the teach- 
ers’ salaries or the policemen’s salaries, even if you wanted to do 
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so. Congress fixes these things on you, and if they do not give 
you the money to pay for it, how are you going to raise it? You 
can raise taxes up to the point of diminishing returns. 

Mr. Fowrrr. That is the reason why we have been trying to impress 
you with the picture as we see it. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. But you do not give us any 
solution. 

Mr. Fowrrr. At this point we do not have a solution if these pro- 
jected thoughts come to pass. Of course there is a possibility they 
may not come to pass. 

Represent: itive Smiru of Vi — It is pretty slim, is it not? 

Mr. Fowter. I don’t know. I don’t know what the conditions will 
be. I heard my friend the chairman indicate that there is not any 
doubt but what there will be pay increases, and if we have those 
things, some other provisions must be made to meet them. 

Representative Harrts. What is not clear to me is the picture you 
present here, as it might apply as an example to the school construc- 
tion program which was presented to us yesterday. Does it affect 
that? 

Mr. Fow.er. The picture I presented to you affects the program 
if we do nothing, if we have the full approval of this legislation, we 
will carry through the school program to the best of the Commis- 
sioners’ ability when those items come before them for consideration 
in the annual budget. 

Representative Harris. I appreciate that, and that is what I thought 
you had in mind. 

But it is rather a cloudy picture to come here one day and say we 
want this program approv A because this is what we are going to do. 
We are going to increase the taxes to meet it, and we are going to 
raise revenue in other places to meet it. 

Now, are we going to say one day this is what we are going to do, 
and then be faced with a proposition 2 years from now when we are 
going to have to tell the people that we cannot do it ! 

Mr. Fowter. That is a question I cannot answer. 

I know it is the present intention of the Commissioners to carry 
through this program, and the statistical table shown that there is a 
possibility and there is a possibility of how accurate it will be the next 
year or the year after, I don’t know, nor does anybody else. 

Representative Harris. The point I raised is that you should not pre- 
sent one picture to us one day and another picture the next day. It 
seems to me like a bad situation. 

Mr. Fow er. I do hope you remember that this relates to the one 
case, the one fund. Nothing you do in any of the other funds will 
help this situation. 

Representative Harris. I realize that, but your school construction 
program is the big capital outlay that comes in this category, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Fow er. There is a $34 million item, and it is a very important 
one, and one that we must have regardless of whether we have more 
taxes from another source or not, and many of these items that you 
have heard testified to I regard personally as desperate. They des- 
perately need many of these things. Whether we will go all-out or not, 
the Commissioners will have to determine each year, and requests of 
the department heads. 
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Representative Harris. I appreciate your frankness in ery nting 
this thing aS you see it from what you know about the budget, from 
your years of experience. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Fowler. 
We will now hear from Mr. Martin, the financial officer. Do you 
have a prepared statement ‘ 


STATEMENT OF JAMES L. MARTIN, FINANCE OFFICER-ASSESSOR, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Martin. Yes, I do. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would you state for the 
record your full name and title ¢ 

Mr. Martin. James L. Martin, finance officer for the District of 
Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would you prefer to follow 
out your statement and then be examined, Mr. Martin? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; if I am so permitted. I am quite sure I can 
give the essential points within perhaps 20 minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That will be perfectly won- 
derful if you can make it as precise as possible. 

The Cuarrmay. Is it intended to try to finish on this tax picture 
tonight, as far as you are concerned ? 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I thought if we could, we 
would like to. 

Would you submit your statement now, Mr. Martin, for the record? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

(Statement of James L. Martin is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES L. MARTIN, FINANCE OFFICER-ASSESSOR, DISTRICT OF 
CoLtumsrA, on H. R. 7389 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


The plan of financing for the general fund as agreed to by the Board of Com 
missioners and the Federal Bureau of the Budget would require additional tax 
revenues, by new or increased taxes, in the amount of $4,500,000 per year. The 
bill (H. R. 7389) provides for the following: 


General fund 
revenues 


Title V, transfer of vault rents from the general fund to the highway 
—$30, 000 
Title VI, abolition of existing registration fees and personal-property 
taxes on motor vehicles and trailers, and establishment of a flat-fee 
system —120, 000 
Title IX, increasing tax rates ou alcoholic beverages ($1,100,000) and 
beer ($1,160,000) 2, 260, 000 
Title X, increasing cigarette tax rate__ 750, 000 
Title XI, increasing insurance-premium tax rate__ 500, 000 
Title XII, abolition of tax on nonbusiness tangible personal property_._ —S850, 000 
Title XIV, increasing rates on individual income taxes__ 1, 690, 000 
Title XV, taxing local telephone service___________ 400, 000: 
Title XVI, increasing bus mileage tax and applying such tax to bus 
companies only, subjecting such companies to the corporation fran- 
chise tax, and application of a gross receipts tax to those companies 
operating both streetcars and buses 
Title XVII, authorizing jeopardy assessments and immediate collec- 
tions of taxes_____--- a filliatr ction enitnapiammecsieliaiatis 


Net total 


Each of the proposed amendments will be discussed later. 
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At present the District of Columbia has a most complete and comprehensive 
system of taxes. A statement listing such taxes, together with some tax rates 
and other information, and showing actual collections during the fiscal years 
1951, 1952, and 1953, has been prepared. That statement is now submitted as 
part of the record. 

In selecting the particular tax proposals contained in the bill, the Commis- 
sioners were mindful of many facts, and it was their intention to impose addi- 
tional taxes that would be least harmful to the economic and social stability of 
the District. Washington is predominately a residential city inhabited, for the 
most part, by persons of modest ‘means; its boundaries are fixed, it is built up 
practically 100 percent; many areas are in need of redevelopment; and the 
modern and spacious housing developments in Maryland and Virginia are 
becoming increasingly attractive to District residents and particularly those 
in the higher-income brackets. Extensive commercial developments in the sur- 
rounding counties are a challenge to the central business area of the District. 
It is a significant fact that Bureau of the Census reports show that in 1949 the 
median income from wages and salaries in the District was $2,605 and that the 
comparable figure in the metropolitan area was $2,763. Estimated revenues 
during the fiscal years 1954 and 1955 definitely reflect a changing economic 
condition. Any tax increases or new taxes should not have the effect of increas- 
ing recent trends. Revenues from sales and use taxes are a good example of 
business conditions in the District of Columbia. Revenues for the fiscal years 
1951, 1952, and 1953 were $14,965,519, $15,410,318, and $15,381,690, respectively. 
Estimated revenues for the fiscal year 1954 will be $15 million. 

The Bureau of the Census has made some studies which are of significance. 

One study is entitled “Tax Revenue of All States and Local Governments and 
of the District of Columbia : 1942 and 1951.” A copy ig submitted for the record. 
The study shows that District of Columbia total and per capita taxes, as well 
as property taxes and other taxes making up the total, had a greater increase 
than similar taxes for all State and local governments. 

Another study is entitled “Per Capita State and Local Taxes in Montgomery 
County (Md.) and Arlington County (Va.), Fiscal Years 1951, 1952.” This study 
was made at the request of Mr. Robert Albrook. A copy of the study, together 
with a copy of a letter addressed to Mr. Albrook, is submitted for the record. The 
per capita tax burden in the District of Columbia ($134.13 in 1952) was greater 
than that in either of Montgomery County, Md., or Arlington County, Va. 

Another study is entitled “Per Capita State and Local Taxes in 8 City Areas 
Having 600,000 to 1 Million Inhabitants, 1951.” This study shows the District of 
Columbia exceeded by Boston, San Francisco, and Milwaukee, but exceeding 
Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Baltimore, and St. Louis. The study also shows the ef- 
fect of increased revenues on the per capita tax burden in the District of Colum- 
bia. Per capita tax burdens in Montgomery County, Md., and Arlington Coun- 
ty, Va., for 1952 are also stated. 

The next study is entitled “Per Capita State and Local Taxes tn 13 City Areas 
Having 500,000 to 1 Million Inhabitants in 1950.” The data are for 1952 and 
population figures are for 1950. A summary of the study and a copy of the study 
are presented for the record. The per capita tax burden for the District of Co- 
lumbia is shown to be $134.13, but that with the increases proposed in H. R. 7389 
the burden would be $144.70, which would place the District in the position of 
being exceeded by 6 cities but exceeding 6 cities, or in the center. 

The tax burden in the District of Columbia already is high and, of course, will 
be increased by new or additional taxes imposed by H. R. 7389. 
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District of Columbia revenue collections, fical years 1951, 1952, and 1953 


General revenue fund 
Sales and use tax 
Rate, 2 percent. 
Cigarette tax __- 
Rate, 1 cent per package of 20 
Realty 
Rate, $2.15 per $100 
Tangible personal property tax 
Rate, $2 per $100 
Gross éarnings— Banks 
Rate, 4 percent (interest paid to depositors deductible 
to determine taxable gross earnings) 
Gross earnings, building associations 
Rate, 2 percent. 
Gross receipts—Public utilities 
Rate, 4 percent for gas, electric, and telephone com- 
panies; 3 percent for Capital Transit Co. rail opera- 
tions. 
Gross receipts—Title companies. 
Rate, 1% percent 
Miscellaneous 
Inheritance and estate tax 
Insurance tax- 
Rate, 2 percent 
Motor vehicle personal property tax 
Rate, $2 per $100 
Motor vehicle and trailer excise tax 
Rate, 2 percent 
Beer tax 
Rate, $1 per barrel. 
Alcoholic beverage ta 
Rate, alcohol $1.25; spirits $0.75; champagne $0.225, and 
wine $0.15 per gallon. 
Corporation franchise tax 
Rate, 5 percent. 
Unincorporated business franchise tax 
Rate, 5 percent; exemption of $5,000 to determine net 
taxable income 
Individual income tax ; 
Rate, 1% percent on first $5,000 of taxable income; 
2 percent on next $5,000 of taxable income; 244 per- 
cent on next $5,000 of taxable income; 3 percent on 
income in excess of $15,000. Personal exemptions 
Taxpayer $4,000; each dependent $500. 
Miscellaneous 
Interest and penalties 
Fees 
Permits 
Licenses 
Occupational and business, bus mileage 
Alcoholic beverage 
Other miscellaneous 
Fines 
Sale of products and services 
Rents 
Reimbursements 
Assessments 
Miscellaneous 


Total general fund 


Highway fund 
Gasoline tax (net) 
Special assessments 
Motor vehicle permits and licenses 
Motor vehicle registrations 
Motor vehicle titles 
Motor vehicle inspection 
Miscellaneous 


Total highway fund 


Motor-vehicle parking fund: Public parking facilities, meter 
collections 
Water fund 
Water rents 
Water main assessments 
Miscellaneous 


Total water fund 


Total general revenues, highway, motor parking, and 
water funds , 


i 1951 collections credited to highway fund. 


4, 


, 493, 


! 389, 


. 548, 7 
150, 7 
69. ¢ 


4. 768, 7 


112, 994, ¢ 


sl year 


1952 


, 595 
152, 755 


68, 850 


753, 200 


, 725, 323 


$15, 381, 690 


1, 256, 


29, 790 
323, 984 
580, 910 
336, 789 


, 185, 418 
, 209, 413 
406, 958 
, 402, 115 
868, 060 
$24, 721 
, 362, 079 
844, 597 
39, 043 


104, 021, 748 


9, 383, 140 
261, 263 
362, 634 

1, 788, 316 
68, 208 
207, 286 
38, 201 


12, 609, 048 


419, 916 
4, 508, 208 
150, 219 
81, 424 


4, 739, S51 


121, 790, 563 
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Taz revenue of all States and local governments and of the District of Columbia: 
1942 and 1951 


Amount in millions Per capita! 


Percent 

increase 
1951 | 4942 «| Percent 
| ” increase 


Item 


All State and local governments: Total | 
eS : $17, 555 105.9 | $114.45 | $63.67 79.8 


Property taxes , 7, 926 74 51. 67 33. 52.3 
Other taxes... - p 9, 629 141 62.78 | 29.7 111.1 


District of Columbia: Total taxes 103 5 12% | } 54. 05 135.0 


Property taxes 47 j 80.8 30. 55 | 89.7 
Other taxes 56 2 180.0 | 69.05 | 23. 50 | 193. 8 


| 
' ! | 


1 Based on estimated population (excluding Armed Forces overseas) as of July 1, of years specified. 


Source: Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census (Government Division). 


THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1953. 
To: Robert Albrook. 
From: Raymond E. Manning. 
Subject: Tax burden in Montgomery and Arlington Counties. 


This is in response to your request for a memorandum on the 1951 and 1952 
per capita State and local tax burden in Montgomery County, Md., and Ariingtun 
County, Va. The attached table presents this data statistically. 

In preparing the table, effort has been made to include the same items and 
follow the same procedures as were used by the American Municipal Association 
in preparing its November 18, 1952, report on the tax burdens in certain large 
cities, including the District of Columbia. 

You suggested that an attempt be made to determine the portion of the State 
tax burden allocable to these two countries by other than a straight population 
basis, for example, allocation according to actual collections of State taxes 
within the counties. In Virginia there is relatively little in the way of statistical 
data to make such an allocation possible; a distorted picture would result if use 
were made of that which is available. In the case of Maryland, there is consid- 
erably more available and a trial run was made. The result shows Montgomery 
County paying about $2 less per capita than when computed on the straight 
population basis. 

You also asked that an attempt be made to determine the burden for the urban 
area in Montgomery County immediately adjacent to the District line, as distinct 
from the rural area in the more remote sections of the county. I have examined 
all sources available to me and find no basis for such an allocation that I would 
be prepared even to attempt to support. 

I shall be happy to discuss with you these findings in further detail should 
you so desire. I also enclose a copy of the more detailed report that I prepared 
in 1948 which we talked about the other day. 
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Per capita State and local tares in 8 city areas having 600,000 to 1,000,000 
inhabitants—I1951 
Total tar, 
City: State city area 
Boston : : ae eee ; ws ; . $188. 03 
San Francisco ae : aed ; : 186. 30 
Milwaukee_ Saale me = ; 162. 36 
Washington sass ee ; oid 7 2 1128, 61 
Pittsburgh A eel ee 21.91 
Cleveland_ ; = : ‘ ‘ iad 125. 58 


a, 


saltimore. é f . j seine : 124. 45 


St. Louis— ? 7 ane an ihtite 108. 81 


* Proposed water rate increase, sewer service charge, and other new revenues increase 
this amount at least $6.70, raising the total Washington per capita tax to $125.31. 

NoTe.—Total per capital taxes include payments to State, city, and overlying taxing 
units as reported in Bureau of Census reports: Compendium of State Government Finances 
in 1951 and Large-City Finances in 1951. 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS, 
Washington, January 12, 1954. 
Mr. ScHUYLER Lowe, 
Director, General Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeaR ScHUYLER: In accordance with your recent telephone request to Mr 
Drury, I am forwarding herewith, in duplicate, a table entitled “Per Capita 
State and Local Government Taxes in Cities Having 500,000 to 1,000,000 Inhabi- 
tants: 1952.” 

In developing these figures, we found that an error had been made in the 
summary figures sent you on December 28, 1958, with regard to Buffalo. Accord- 
ingly, I am also forwarding, in duplicate, a corrected copy of that earlier tabula- 
tion. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN D. MANVEL, 
Chief, Governments Division. 


TasLe 1.—Per capita State and local tax revenue in fiscal 1952—The 18 cities 
having 500,000 to 1,000,000 inhabitants in 1950 


1950 | City | ing local 
popula- govern- os State ! 


; govern- 
tion ment ments 


Baltimore, Md ° 950, 000 

Cleveland, Ohio 915, 000 

St. Louis, Mo 857, 000 

Washington, D. C 802, 000 

Boston, Mass S01, 000 

San Francisco, Calif 775, 000 i. 4 24 
Pittsburgh, Pa 677, 000 2 4} 
Milwaukee, Wis 637, 000 56. 
Houston, Tex 596, O00 3 35. 
Buffalo, N. Y 580, O00 40. 22 
New Orleans, La 570, 000 38. 20. 53 
Minneapolis, Minn 522, 000 41 
Cincinnati, Ohio 504, 000 is 41, 87 


Median amounts 7 35. 93 86. 5: 


' Computed in terms of the population of the respective States or overlying local governments—1. e., 
attributing to city residents a straight pro rata share based on population. 


Sources: Bureau of the Census, Compendium of State Government Finances in 1952, Compendium of 
City Government in 1952, and unpublished statistics for “overlying local governments”, per supporting 
table 2. 
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TITLE V. VAULTS 


The law provides that “the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
authorized and directed to assess and collect rents from all users of space 
occupied under the sidewalks and streets in the District of Columbia, which said 
space is occupied or used in connection with the business of said users” (act 
of September 1, 1916). 

By order of the Commissioners dated October 6, 1916, and amended October 
20, 1916, vault rentals are payable in advance on July 1 of each year, or within 
30 days after dates of rendition of bills. The rental year begins July 1. 

The present formula for determining rents was adopted on June 27, 1931, 
but the rental charges are less than the original charges adopted by the Com- 
missioners in 1916. In effect there has been no increase in vault rentals since 
1916. The amount of rental in each case is determined by multiplying the 
number of square feet by the assessed value per square foot of the adjoining 
land, and then taking three-tenths of 1 percent of the total. Actually, the value 
of the land in the center of a block, to a depth of 100 feet, is used for all vaults 
in the block except those on corners. Corner-vault rentals are based upon the 
higher of the assessed values in the centers of the two adjacent blocks. There 
is a minimum rental of $10 per year. 

The following is a summary of vault rentals as of July 1, 1953: 

433 vaults. 

263,886 square feet. 
$10,325,370—assessed value of.land. 
$32,170.63—total rent. 

12 cents—average per square foot. 

There is no question that the existing method of computing rents results 
in extremely low charges. Also there is a certainty that many vault areas are 
not recorded and, therefore, no rent is paid. The only comprehensive survey 
of vault space was made in 1916. Since that time new vaults have been re- 
corded from vault permits and from building permits sent to the Assessor’s 
‘Office by the Central Permit Bureau. Building permit cards do not mention 
vaults constructed as parts of new buildings, and unless such vaults are noted 
on building plans by personnel of the Assessor's Office, they are not recorded. 

For some reason, the administration of the vault rent law was made the 
responsibility of the Assessor, who has had neither sufficient nor qualified per- 
sonnel to perform the required duties. Vaults have been in effect an “orphan.” 
All of the problems involving vaults, except the rendition of bills and the 
recording of payments, are of an engineering nature, for which the Department 
of Highways has necessary qualifications. That Department is now making 
a survey of vault space, and already errors in the Assessor's records have been 
found. 

Vault space and openings should be inspected periodically for safety. The 
cost of such inspections and other costs incurred by the Department of Highways 
are sufficient reason for rents to be credited to the highway fund, and the bill 
so provides. The transfer of vault responsibility from the Assessor’s Office to 
the Department of Highways can be effected by the Commissioners without 
further congressional authority. 

A separate bill is being prepared to correct deficiencies in the existing law, 
and will be submitted to Congress. 

Incidentally, it is the intention of the Commissioners to review the rent 
formula after the survey of the Department of Highways is completed. 


TITLE VI. MOTOR VEHICLE AND TRAILER PERSONAL PROPERTY TAXES AND 
REGISTRATION FEES 


Under existing law, motor vehicles and trailers are subject to registration fees 
and tangible personal property taxes. It is proposed that the said fees and taxes 
be abolished and that a schedule of fees be adopted to provide approximately 
the same amount of revenue now received from fees and taxes. The proposed 
fees are generally referred to as flat fees. Actually, the proposed fees are fixed 
fees to be charged year after year, subject only to modification by Congress. 

Existing registration fees are credited to the highway fund, and personal 
property taxes are credited to the general fund. Revenues from the proposed 
fees would be divided between the two funds according to percentages determined 
by the Commissioners, who would be empowered under the bill to do so. Definite 
percentages could be included in the bill. However, it is felt that there is merit 
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in the Commissioners having flexible authority to determine allocation of rey 
enues to the two funds as the status and needs of the funds fluctuate from year 
to year. 

The present methods of preparing registration applications and determining 
amounts to be paid is time-consuming and costly. Applications are printed 
in the office of the Director of Vehicles and Traffic in the Municipal Center. At 
that stage they are complete except as to personal property assessments and 
taxes and the total amount payable for registration fee, inspection fee, and 
personal property tax. The applications are then delivered to the Personal Tax 
Division of the Assessor's Office, where they are sorted by make, year and model 
(passenger vehicles) and, by use of an addressograph machine, are imprinted 
with personal property assessments, and taxes and total amounts due. Appli- 
eations for vehicles other than passenger cars are handled differently in the 
Assessor’s Office, as hereinafter explained. 

Passenger vehicle assessments must be fixed annually to reflect market values 
as reported in nationally recognized used-car market reports, or, in the case 
of current models, according to a formula prepared by the Assessor. 

Assessments of other types of vehicles are based upon cost new depreciated, 
with depreciation rates varying according to life expectancy. A record of each 
such vehicle is maintained in the Assessor’s Office. The placing of assessments, 
taxes and total amounts payable is a manual process. 

The work-load on the Asessor’s Office each year in the processing of registra- 
tion applications requires the major portion of the time of all personnel in the 
Personal Tax Division during a period of approximately 5 weeks. During that 
period the auditing of personal property tax returns and other assessment work 
is at a standstill. A conservative estimate of the loss in tax assessments during 
the 5-week period is $40,000. 

From what has been said, it can be seen that a flat-fee system would solve 
a major administrative problem and would increase tax revenues, because com- 
plete registration applications could be printed in the Office of the Director of 
Vehicles and Traffic. This is one advantage. 

The excise tax of 2 percent became effective August 1, 1949. There has been 
great complaint about the initial cost to the purchaser of a motor vehicle or 
trailer when he applies for title and registration. In many cases that cost ex- 
ceeds $100, since it includes title fee, inspection fee, excise tax and personal 
property tax. In addition, the high cost has resulted in illegal registrations by 
District residents in Maryland and Virginia, creating a problem for the police 
department and the Director of Vehicles and Traffic. Under the proposed flat-fee 
system the initial cost would be materially reduced. 

A flat-fee system has been advocated for years by automobile, truck, and trade 
associations. It is believed that the proposed system will be supported by the 
American Automebile Association, Keystone Automobile Club, District of Co- 
lumbia Trucking Association and the Automotive Trade Association. 

The State of Maryland has had a flat-fee system for a number of years. Be- 
ginning April 1, 1955, the rates for passenger vehicles in Maryland will be $20 
and $30, with a breaking point between the two rates of 3,700 pounds. The pro- 
posed District rates would be $20 and $30, with a breaking point of 3,500 pounds. 
In order to have the support of interested groups, the proposed rates for passen- 
ger vehicles appear to be basic. However, because of the great preponderance 
of passenger vehicles, and the influence upon revenues of rates applicable to such 
vehicles, together with proper fees for trucks and other types of motor vehicles 
and trailers, the new fees are estimated to produce revenues approximately 
$120,000 less than existing revenues. The apparent loss of revenue is not a 
matter for concern, because of the increased assessments of other taxes that 
would be made by the Personal Tax Division during the 5-week period now de- 
voted to processing registration applications, and because the flat or fixed fees 
would not be influenced by falling prices of new and used motor vehicles and 
trailers in the future. 

The important features of the proposed flat-fee system are: 

(a) Fixed fees that would be paid on every registration. 

(b) Reduction of 50 percent in fees for registrations on and after October 1 
each year. 

(c) Payment of fees by all owners except the United States, District of Co- 
lumbia and foreign governments. 

The following is a tabulation of ‘existing»registration fees and the.proposed 
fees: 
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Passenger cars 
Up to 3,500 pounds 
3,501 to 4,500 pounds 
1,501 pounds and over 
Praxis 
Up to 3,500 pounds 
3,501 to 4,500 pounds 
4,501 pounds and ove 
Rentals 
Up to 3,500 pounds 
3,501 to 4,500 pounds 
4,501 pounds and ove 


) 3,500 pe inds 
to 4,500 pou 
pounds and over 
Hearses, funeral cars, ambulances, ete 
| 0 3,500 nound 
3,501 to 4,500 pounds 
4,501 pounds and over 
Motoreyeles; All 
Dealers 
First 
Fach 
Transport 
Buse 
Routed 
School, association, 
Sightseeing 
Commercial 
Up to 2,000 pounds 
Up to 2,999 pound 
2,001 to 4,000 pounds 
3,000 to 3,999 pounds 
4,001 to 6,000 pounds 
4,000 to 4,999 poun is 
6,00 to 8,000 pounds 
5,000 to 5,999 pounds 
6,000 to 6,999 pou 
7,000 to 7,999 pounds 
8,001 to 10,000 pounds 
8,000 to 8,999 pounds 
9,000 Lo 9,999 pounds 
10,001 to 12,000 pounds 
10,000 to 11,999 pounds 
12,001 to 16,000 pounds 
12,000 to 13,999 pounds 
14,000 to 15,999 pounds 
16,000 pounds and over 
Trailers: 
Up to 299 pounds 
Up to 500 pounds 
300 to 499 pounds 
501 to 1,250 pounds 
500 to 999 pounds 
1,251 to 2,000 pounds 
1,000 to 2,499 pounds 
2,001 to 4,000 pounds 
2,500 to 3,499 pounds 
4,001 to 6,000 pounds 
3,500 to 5,999 pounds 
6,000 to 7,999 pounds 
8,000 to 9,999 pounds 
10,000 to 11,999 pounds 
12,000 to 15,999 pounds 
16,000 pounds and over 


1 Use -»mmercial rates by weight. 


TITLE Ix. ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES AND BEER 
Alcoholic beverages 
It is proposed that taxes on spirits, champagne and wine be increased, to pro- 
duce additional annual revenue of $1,100,000. In the interest of brevity the 
following tabulation gives existing tax rates in the District of Columbia, Mary- 
land, Virginia, Pennsylvania and New York, and proposed rates in the District 
of Columbia : 
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| Tax rate per 


gallon Remarks 


Jurisdiction 


District of Columbia 
Present 
Alcohol . 2 Plus 2 percent sales tax. 
Spirits » 
Champagne . 228 Do. 
Wine (excess of 14 percent alcohol) 18 Do. 
Proposed 
Alcohol 
Spirits s Do. 
Champagne : Do, 
Wine (excess of 14 percent alcohol). ‘1 Do 
Maryland: 
Alcohol . 
Spirits 2 Do 
Wine (excess of 10 percent alcohol) 2 Do. 
Virginia: ! 
Spirits (including alcohol) 35 No sales tax. 
Wine 35 Do. 
Pennsylvania: ! 
Spirits__. 30 Plus 10 percent A B sales tax, 
Wine ) Do, 
New York 
Spirits | . 50 Plus sales taxes. 
Wine Do. 


' State monopoly. 
2 One-half cent per unit of proof. 
3 $0.10 to $0.50, based on alcoholic content from 10 percent to 24 percent. 


Revenues produced under existing rates during the fiscal years 1952 and 1953 
were as follows: 


Revenue 


1952 1953 


Alcohol... bénedginadildiensh = : : $304. 72 $286 
LC Ek. . cakinsayiwe i a | 3, 180, 010. 03 | 2, 985, 703 
Champagne. ---.-_---.-- ebb . | 12, 550. 52 11, 780 
Wine . ‘ " ‘ “ ee oat 215, 139.02 | 202, 231 


| 


Total _. ehd —— stebhvesaend . | } 3,408,004. 29 1 3, 200, 000 


! 


1 Represents value of tax stamps sold during the fiscal year. (Estimated for May-June 1953.) 


In view of the downward trend in the sale of alcoholic beverages (nationally 
G.7 percent ; District of Columbia 9.8 percent—calendar year 1952 compared with 
calendar year 1951), and keen competition and low markup in the District of 
Columbia, it is believed that any increases in excess of the proposed rates would 
have serious effects. 

The local tax of 75 cents on spirits is the lowest among all license jurisdictions. 
Only one State has the sume rate. The tax in 3 States is 80 cents. The rates 
range upward to $2.72. The average of all jurisdictions is $1.54 which, combined 
with the Federal tax of $10.50 (100-proof), makes the total tax average $12.04, 
exclusive of sales and other local taxes. 

As a matter of information, a tax of 15 cents a gallon on light wines contain- 
ing 14 percent or less of alcohol by volume would produce revenue possibly as 
much as $50,000 per year. Most States tax wines containing from 3.2 to 14 
percent of alcohol at rates varying from 5 cents to 90 cents per gallon. If a tax 
were imposed, it is suggested that the rate should be 20 cents a gallon on wines 
containing more than either 8 percent or 10 percent of alcohol by volume, except 
champagne or sparkling wine or wine artifically carbonated. Such an amendment 
would not require an additional type of tax stamp. 


Beer 

It is proposed that the tax on beer be increased from $1 to $3 per barrel, to 
produce additional revenue of $1,160,000 per year. 

The average tax per barrel throughout the United States is in excess of $3.02 
The rate in Maryland is 93 cents, and the rate in Virginia is $3.10. 
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Popular retail prices of beer in the District of Columbia, Maryland, anc 
Virginia, as of November 1953, were: 


Premium brands Standard brands 
Locality 


Per can Per case Per can Per case 


Virginia $0. 2114 5. 16 $0. 17% $4. 20 
Maryland . 20 77 17 4.04 
District of Columbia 19 51 1.14% 3. 39 


1 Includes sales tax 
TITLE X. CIGARETTES 


It is proposed that the tax on cigarettes be increased from 1 cent to 2 cents 
for each package of 20, to produce additional annual revenue of $750,000. 

Comparative tax rates and retail prices in the District of Columbia and nearby 
States follow: 


Retail price ? 


Jurisdiction 
Per Per 
| package carton 


District of Columbia 

Present__. $0. 01 $0. 10 

Proposed 02 20 
Maryland: Baltimore City (3 ( 

02 20 

Virginia. __ ; 
Pennsylvania ; 40 
New Jersev_____. 03 320 
West Virginia... ‘ ; O4 40 


1 Per package of 20 cigarettes, or 
2 Chain store. 

32 pereent sales tax only. 

* No sales tax. 


Approximately 40 States impose taxes on cigarettes. In no State is the tax 
as low as 1 cent; the rates vary from 2 cents to 8 cents a package. 


TITLE XI. INSURANCE 


It is proposed that the tax on insurance companies be increased from 2 per- 
cent to 2% percent of net premium receipts (gross premiums less refunds and 
dividends), to produce additional revenue of $500,000 a year. 

The opposition of insurance companies to this tax increase is well known, be- 
cause of a conference between representatives of a group of life-insurance cum- 
panies and the Board of Commissioners. The following summarizes the prin- 
cipal objections to the proposed tax as outlined in a statement filed with the 
Commissioners : 

(a) That 32 States have so-called retaliatory statutes, under which an out- 
of-State company doing business in such a State is required to pay to that State 
a premium tax not less than the tax imposed in the State where the company 
is domiciled. The statement submitted to the Commissioners shows that the 6 
companies listed would pay additional taxes, under a 2% percent rate, of 
$17,815 to the District of Columbia and $159,152 elsewhere. The insurance 
representatives stated they would not object to the local tax increase, if there 
were no retaliatory taxes. 

(b) That the business of insurance is heavily taxed. 

(c) That the present 2-percent tax rate is in line with tax rates in most of 
the States. Of the 49 taxing jurisdictions, 33 impose a tax of 2 percent or less; 
16 impose a tax in excess of 2 percent, and of these, 3 have a tax rate of less 
than 2.5 percent. Furthermore, because of adjustments and deducations allowed 
in some of the said 16 States, taxes equated according to the District of Columbia 
tax formula amount to 2 percent or less. 
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(d) That what is done in the District of Columbia may set an adverse national 
pattern. 

(e) That the competitive position of life insurance companies is already im- 
paired by the amount of Federal and local taxes. 

A complete analysis of insurance taxes would represent a most complex prob- 
lem and would require much time. Therefore a detailed rebuttal of the argument 
made by the life-insurance representatives will not be attempted. However, 
certain information and comments appear to be pertinent. 

Banks in the District of Columbia pay a tax of 4 percent on gross earnings, and 
building and loan associations pay a similar tax at the rate of 2 percent. Cor- 
porations subject to tax pay a franchise tax of 5 percent. 

Premiums are not the only source of income received by insurance companies. 
The companies loan money to policyholders, invest in real-estate loans and 
securities and own rental property. 

Insurance companies engaged in the insurance business in the District of Co 
lumbia are not required to pay franchise (income) and personal property taxes. 
They do pay real property taxes and sales and use taxes. 

Interest paid on real-estate loans made by insurance companies would produce 
tax revenue if such loans were made by local banks, building associations, and 
other lenders. 

The opposition stems primarily from “retaliatory” tax provisions in the laws of 
many States. The retaliatory feature is that insurance companies domiciled 
in the District of Columbia are required to pay taxes in the “retaliatory” States 
equal to the tax imposed in the District of Columbia. Retaliatory taxes are 
vicious. There is no reason for the insurance business to be especially subject 
to such legislation. It seems evident that the retaliatory feature of State laws 
have set a national pattern, and for the most part tax rates are what they are 
because of retaliation and not upon a thorough study of just and equitable rates. 
In brief, retaliatory provisions are a clever device to control insurance tax rates. 

In order for insurance companies to avoid the imposition of the proposed 24 
percent tax, it would seem necessary for them to prove detrimental social and 
economic effects in the way of discouragement of purchase of insurance of all 
types and thereby a lessening of present and future security of individuals and 
institutions. This they have not done. Nor have they shown that under the 
proposed tax premium rates would be increased or that dividends would be 
reduced. 

An additional statement for the information of the committee will be prepared 
and submitted after Federal income-tax regulations and return forms affecting 
insurance companies, copies of which have been obtained, have been analyzed. 

The opinion is expressed that the proposed rate of 2% percent in the District 
of Columbia would not be unreasonable. 


TITLE XII. TANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY TAXES 


Section 1201 and 1202 of title XII would amend the tangible personal property 
tax law to exempt property, such as household effects and jewelry, of a non- 
business nature. 

Section 1208 provides for the elimination of the requirement that personal 
property tax returns be signed and sworn to before a notary public or certain 
officials in the Assessor’s Office, and for removing the requirement that the tax 
rate be stated on return forms. 


Nonbusiness personal property tar 


It is understood that a lengthy statement or justification concerning the pro- 
visions of sections 1201 and 1208 is not desired at this hearing, but a few brief 
remarks should be made. 

The House of Representatives has already passed H. R. 3180, an act to pro- 
vide for the exemption from taxation of certain tangible personal property. 
The provisions of H. R. 3180 are similar to those in sections 1201 and 1202 of 
this bill, with the exception that boats have been added to the list of property 
that would become exempt. At an appropriate time reasons for the exemption of 
boats will be presented for consideration. 

The abolition of the nonbusiness personal property tax is included in the 
public works bill to show evidence of good faith by the Commissioners in advo- 
eating the amendment. Certainly other tax provisions of the publie works bill 
will be more acceptable and palatable to taxpayers if the taxation of nonbusi- 
ness property is abolished. 
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Section 1203 

The requirement of an oath on a personal property tax return is archaic. An 
oath is not required on sales and use tax returns, income and franchise tax 
returns, and other tax returns filed with the District, or on Federal income-tax 
returns. As a mater of fact, a majority of personal property tax returns are 
not acknowledged, and it would be hopeless for the Assessor to attempt to en- 
force the oath requirement. 

The law now requires that “the Assessor of the District of Columbia 
shall annually cause to be prepared a printed blank schedule of all tangible per- 
sonal property and all general merchandise or stock in trade * * *, subject to 
taxation under the provisions of this section, * * *, together with the rate of 
tax preseribed * *” {Italic supplied.| It is impossible to print the tax rate 
on return forms. The forms must be printed in time to be mailed to taxpayers 
before the filing period in July. Very seldom has the tax rate been fixed before 
July 1. Moreover, stating the tax rate on return forms would serve no purpose 
of any kind 


* * 


TITLE XIV. INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX 


Under existing law individual income-tax rates and personal exemptions are 
as follows: 

Rates: 

1% percent on first $5,000 of taxable income 

2 percent on next $5,000 of taxable income 

2% percent on next $5,000 of taxable ineome 

3 percent on taxable income in excess of $15,000 
Personal exemptions: 

Taxpayer, $4,000 

Esch dependent, $500 

It is proposed to increase the rates by 1 percent in each bracket, to produce 
additional revenue of $1,600,000. 

There would be no change in personal exemptions. Attention is called to the 
fact that the exemptions were increased as part of a compromise in effecting the 
enactment of sales and use taxes in 1949. The agreement reached at that time 
is still fresh in the minds of many persons, and any attempt to lower the exemp- 
tions would be strongly opposed. 

The proposed increase in individual income-tax rates should be considered, 
as the Commissioners did, in relation to the proposed elimination of the non- 
business personal property tax previously discussed. The additional income 
tax would more than cover the loss of revenue caused by the abolition of taxes 
on nonbusiness property, since the additional income taxes will approximate 
$1,600,000 and the loss of personal-property taxes would approximate $850,000. 

Individual income-tax rates and personal exemptions in Maryland and Virginia 
follow: 

Maryland: Rates, 2 percent on earned income and the first $500 of investment 
income ; 5 percent on investment income in excess of $500. Personal exemptions : 
Single, $1,000; married, $2,000; dependent, $500. 

Virginia: Rates, 2 percent on first $3,000; 3 percent on next $2,000; 5 percent 
over $5,000. Personal exemptions: Single, $1,000; married, $2,000; dependent, 

200, 


TITLE X¥. SALES AND USE TAXES 
Telephone service 

It is proposed to create a new tax on local telephone service, to produce 
approximately $400,000 a year. Such service is not taxed under existing law. 
Sales of gas and electricity are already subject to the sales tax. 

The Federal Government imposes a tax of 25 percent on long-distance telephone 
calls and 15 percent on local telephone service. Intensive efforts are being made 
to have the Federal law amended. 

If the proposed telephone tax becomes law there will be no dispute about 
revenues from local telephone service that would be subject to the tax, since 
representatives of the Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co. and the Assessor's 
Office are in agreement as to taxable and nontaxable items. 

About 14 States impose a tax on local and long-distance telephone service. 
The taxing of interstate service is exceptional. 

The proposed tax would follow the Federal law so far as exemptions are 
concerned in order that the least possible burden be placed upon the telephone 
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company. Deviation from the Federal law would be costly to the telephone 
company in computing bills. The principal change from the exemptions granted 
by the Sales and Use Tax Act of 1949 would affect semipublic institutions. 
However, these institutions are already favored in that they receive a 33%4- 
percent discount on bills for telephone service. 


National banks and Federal building and loan associations 


Under existing law, national banks and Federal building and loan associations 
are not required to pay sales and use taxes, because they ure classified as 
instrumentalities of the United States. The proposed amendment is included 
in bill, not so much from the standpoint of revenues but as a matter of principle. 
The payment of sales and use taxes by such institutions might result in taxes 
ranging from $30,000 to $50,000 a year. There are 10 national banks and 10 
Federal associations in the District of Columbia. There seems to be no good 
reason for not placing all banks and building and loan associations on an equal 
footing so far as sales and use taxes are concerned. 


TITLE XVI. GROSS RECEIPTS AND BUS-MILEAGE TAXES 


Under existing law, the Capital Transit Co. pays, in addition to other taxes, 
a tux of 3 percent upon its gross receipts from street railway operations within 
the District of Columbia, and a mileage tax of 8 mills per mile on its bus service 
within the District of Columbia. Other companies operating buses over defined 
routes within the District of Columbia pay mileage taxes. 

The bus-mileage tax was created by an act of Congress approved July 1, 1932, 
and was intended to be “in lieu of any other franchise, personal, or license tax.” 
The companies involved were, therefore, required to pay corporation-income 
tuxes. Under the Income and Franchise Tax Act of 1947, corporation-income 
taxes became franchise taxes, and the act of July 1, 1932, was not amended. 

Richmond-Greyhound Lines, Ine. and Capital Greyhound Lines, on December 
8, 1952, and February 16, 1953, respectively, appealled to the Tax Court for 
refund of franchise taxes paid the District of Columbia for the years 1948-51. 
The petitions were filed after applications for refund had been denied by the 
Assessor's Office. As stated by the Tax Court in its opinions dated April 28, 
1958 (dockets Nos. 1355 and 1368), “the sole question is whether paragraph 31 
(b) of section 7 of the act of July 1, 1982, (47-2331 (b) District of Columbia Code, 
1951 edition), requiring the payment of an excise tax of eight-tenths of 1 cent for 
each vehicle-mile operated by the petitioners in the District of Columbia exempts 
them from the payment of a franchise tax for the privilege of engaging in bus- 
iness imposed by the District of Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 
1947.”’ 

Paragraph 31 (b) of section 7 of the act of July 1, 1932, reads as follows: 

“(b) Any person, partnership, association, trust, or corporation operating or 
proposing to operate any vehicle or vehicles not confined trails or tracks for the 
transportation of passengers for hire over all or any portion of any defined 
route or routes in the District of Columbia, except when such vehicle or vehicles 
are to be operated solely for sightseeing purposes, shall, on or before the 1st 
day of October in each year, or before commencing such operation, submit to the 
Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia, in triplicate, an appli- 
cation for license, stating therein the name of such person, partnershp, associa- 
tion, trust, or corporation, the number and kind of each type of vehicle to be 
used in such operation, the schedule or schedules and the total number of vehicle- 
miles to be operated with such vehicles within the District of Columbia during 
the twelve-month period beginning with the 1st day of November in the same 
year. The Public Utilities Commission shall thereupon verify and approve, or 
return to the applicant for correction and resubmission, each such statement, 
and when approved, forward one copy thereof to the commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia or their designated agents and return one copy to the appli- 
cant. Upon receipt of the approved copy, and prior to the 1st day of November 
in the same year, or before commencing such operation, each such applicant 
shall pay to the collector of taxes, in lieu of any other franchise, personal or 
license tax, in connection with such operation, the sum of eight-tenths of 1 cent 
for each vehicle-mile proposed to be operated in the District of Columbia in 
accordance with the application as approved * * *.” 




















PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 375 


The pertinent sections of the District of Columbia Income and Franchise Tax 
Act of 1947 are section 2 in title 7 and section 1 of title 10, as follows: 

“Sec. 2. IMPOSITION AND RATE OF TAX.—For the privilege of carrying on or en- 
gaging in any trade or business within the District, there is hereby levied for each 
taxable year a tax at the rate of 5 per centum upon the taxable income of every 
corporation whether domestic or foreign (except those expressly exempt under 
Title II of this article.)” 

“Sec, 1. PURPOSE OF ARTICLE.—It is the purpose of this article to impose * * * 
a franchise tax upon every corporation and unincorporated business for the priv- 
ilege of carrying on or engaging in any trade or business within the District, and 
of receiving such other other income as is derived from sources within the Dis- 
trict. * * *. The measure of the franchise tax shall be that portion of the net 
income of the corporation and unincorporated business as is fairly attributable to 
any trade or business carired on or engaged in within the District, and such 
other net income as is derived from sources within the District.” 

The cases were decided in favor of the petitioners. 

As heretofore stated, the Capital Transit Co., in addition to the bus mileage 
tax, pays a tax of 3 percent on its gross receipts from rail operations. The 
amounts reported for taxation represent collections on streetcars for cash fares 
and sales of tokens and schoo] tickets. There is no accurate way to determine 
street railway gross receipts because it is impossible to distribute total receipts 
according to street railway and bus uses. In recent years there have been major 
replacements of streetcar tines by bus lines and the establishment of “feeder” bus 
lines, decreasing the receipts from railway operations and increasing receipts 
from bus operations, with corresponding effect upon the gross receipts and bus 
mileage taxes. The Capital Transit Co. operates on a single-fare system and 
free transfers applicable to all of its lines throughout the District of Columbia, 
with a few exceptions of a cash fare of 5 cents for a limited ride without trans- 
fer privileges. Because of the unified operations of the Capital Transit Co., 
it would seem that the company should be taxed on the gross receipts of both 
rail and bus operations, at a tax rate to produce the amount of revenue now 
derived jointly from the receipts tax and the mileage tax. 

Section 1601 of title XVI of the bill provides for a gross receipts tax at a 
rate of 2 percent upen both rail and bus operations of the Capital Transit Co. 

(each company and its subsidiaries operating both street railroad and bus serv- 
ices). A rate of 2 percent would produce revenues amounting approximately 
to the aggregate of rail and bus taxes paid by the Capital Transit Co. The com 
pany would no longer pay the mileave tax. 

Section 1602 of title XVI amends the act of July 1, 1932, to eliminate the 
word “franchise” so that the mileage tax would no longer be in lieu of any other 
franchise tax, and to increase the bus mileage tax from 8 mills to 2 cents per 
mile. Revenuewise, the amendments to the 1932 act would result in corpora- 
tion franchise taxes of less than $10,000 per year, on the basis of tax returns 
heretofore filed by the bus operators, and an increase in mileage taxes of ap 
proximately $46,000. 

During the year November 1, 1952, to October 31, 1953, the 17 buslines (other 
than the Capital Transit Co.) operated 3,819,111 miles in the District of Co 
Jumbia, the tax on which amounted to $30,553. 

Some of the bus companies have on-street terminals. 

The small amount of corporation franchise taxes reported by the bus oper 
ators reflected low District mileage in relation to system mileage. Under any 
basis of apportionment, corporation franchise taxes due the District of Columbia 
would be negligible. The public works program will be of benefit to bus opera 
tions, and the proposed increase in the mileage tax, together with the payment of 
corporation franchise taxes, appears to be reasonable. 


TITLE XVII. TAX COLLECTIONS 


Section 1701 of title XVII of the bill would authorize the Collector of Taxes to 
collect all types of taxes (except real property taxes) in the manner provided 
by law for the collection of taxes due the District on personal property in force 
at the time of such collection; that is by distraint and seizure, including the 
filing of liens in court. There are various taxes which, under existing law, can- 
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not be collected in the manner indicated. Among such taxes are beer taxes, 
vault rentals, and insurance taxes. 

Section 1702 of title XVIL would authorize the assessing authority to levy 
jeopardy assessments and the Collector of Taxes to make prompt collections of 
taxes (except real property taxes). When, in the opinion of the assessing au- 
thority, the collection of taxes would be jeopardized by delay; immediate dis- 
traint action being authorized upon the failure or refusal of the taxpayer to pay 
the tax as assessed. The effect of this provision is, therefore, to provide such a 
remedy for collection of personal property, beer, inheritance and estate, motor 
vehicle, and other taxes, in same manner provided under existing laws for as 
sessment and collection of income taxes, and sales and use taxes 


Real-estate tares 

Real-estate taxes are an ever-recurrent subject of discussion when revenue 
and tax problems arise in the District of Columbia. In a statement before the 
Joint Fiscal Affairs Committee on the District of Columbia on February 8, 
1049, the then Assessor stated: “I believe in order to avoid further decentrali- 
zation, particularly in respect to business properties, that everv effort should 
be made to preserve real-estate values in the District of Columbia, and in my 
opinion a further increase in real-estate taxes will not contribute to that end.” 

Certain facts about the District of Columbia are pertinent : 

(a) The total area of the District comprises 43,677 acres, of which 4,404 
acres are water and 39,273 are land. Of the land area, 8,610 acres are in 
public streets and alleys, 13,111 acres are owned by the United States, 1,088 
acres are owned by the District government, 1,873 acres (foreign governments 
and private owners) are exempt, and only 14,591 acres, or 47.6 percent of the 
land area exclusive of streets and alleys, are subject to taxation. A statement 
of real-estate assessments, {taxable, United States, District of Columbia, and 
privately owned exempt) for all fiscal years 1935-4 is attached. 

(b) Studies made by the Assessor’s Office indicate that actual real-estate 
taxes on the various classes of property in the District, Montgomery and Prince 
Georges Counties, Md., and Arlington County, Va., are highest in the District 
of Columbia. 

(c) That per capita assessments of real property among the 18 cities having 
populations of 500,000 or more are highest in New York City ($2,511), with the 
District of Columbia second ($2,251). Taking general property assessments 
(real estate and personal), Baltimore is first ($2,856), and the District is second 
($2,748). Attached is a statement entitled “General Property Assessments 
(Real Estate and Personal) of American Cities for 1953.” 

(d) The following is quoted from the National Municipal Review, January 
1953 issue: 

“The 213 cities which sent estimates of the amount of property exempt from 
the property tax reported that an average of 18.41 percent of the total value of 
real property was exempted.” 

The corresponding percentage figure in the District of Columbia is 39.6, or 
more than double. 

(ec) In a statement supplied by the General Services Administration in July 
1952, the United States at that time was receiving annual rent of about $278,000 
a year from real estate which had been acquired for some public purpose but 
was not being used for such purpose. The rented properties included houses, 
apartments, commercial buildings. and parking lots. The properties were re- 
moved from the tax rolls of the District of Columbia when acquired by the 
United States. 

(f) The list of tax-exempt property, other than United States and District, 
grows steadily. There are approximately 40 pending requests for exemption 
in the Assessor’s Office, and bills for special exemptions have been introduced 
in both Houses of Congress. More and more national and international groups 
are establishing headquarters in Washington. Foreign governments are in- 
creasing their original holdings or acquiring embassy and legation property 
for the first time. The District is the site of five major universities with in- 
creasingly large holdings of real estate. In short, the District of Columbia 
is the center of diplomatic, social, educational, religious, scientific groups. 

(7) In 1935, as a depression measure, assessments of real-estate improve- 
ments were decreased by 10 percent. There was a 20-percent increase in assess- 
ments of improvements, other than business property, in 1948. The tax rate has 
been changed from time to time—from $1.50 in 1929 to $1.70 in 1930, to $1.50 in 
1934, to $1.75 in 1938, to $2 in 1948 and to $2.15 in 1950. 
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(hk) The District of Columbia is primarily a residential city During the 
fiscal year 1953 there were 172,160 buildings as follows: 





Brick and stone dwellings 96. 910 
Frame dwellings a . f 0. 483 
Apartments aes 2 779 
Stores and dwellings (combination ) 8 041 
Stores ‘i 3,278 
Smali garages_-_- : i : 37 S17 
Stables—- ee ‘ cll nish 1, 743 
Miscellaneous —~-~--~- ; ; 6, 109 
Total_- 172, 160 

(i) Since the District of Columbia has no extensive industrial areas as other 
cities have, the “backbone” of real estate values and assessments in the District 
of Coluinbia is in the “central business area” bounded by 5th Street, 19th Street, 
Pennsylvania Avenue, and N Street. The following are data as to taxable prop 


erty within that area during the fiscal year 1954: 


Tarable 





Square feet : 12,135,562 or 1.91 percent of entire area 581 
Land: $198,727,388 or 34.41 percent of entire land i 297 
Improvements: $153,892,310 or 12.55 percent of entire improve- 

| a lites cee thi $1, 227, 954, 245 
Total assessment $352,619,698 or 19.53 percent of entire total $1, 805, 409, 542 
Tax : $7,581,528.06 or 19.53 percent of entire tax $38, 816, 396. 70 


Nore.—Average land value of above area, $16.38 per square foot. 


Values in this area must be preserved, else the economy of the entire District 
of Columbia will be threatened. 

(j) Actual! real-estate tax burdens have been the subject of many studies. The 
statement made on March 2, 1948, by the late Maj. Gen. David MeCoach, Jr 
former Engineer Commissioner and then chairman of the municipal finance com 
mittee of the Washington Board of Trade, can most appropriately be made now 
as then. He said, “I think it appropriate * * * to observe that to the best of 
my knowledge, no two studies of comparative tax rates which have ever been 
made have been in agreement. Some tabulations indicate that the District of 
Columbia real-estate tax is low in comparison with other cities. Others show 
that it is comparable; and some have shown that it is higher than the average. 
Under the circumstances, I do not believe that we can accept any of them as 
conclusive. In my opinion, the only valid conclusion which can be made is that 
taxes on property in the District of Columbia are at least average, that in some 
cities the tax is higher, and in other cities it is lower; and it is my impression 
that most openminded people who have examined into the matter have reached 
that conclusion.” His views were shared by the former assessor and are shared 
also by me. Reference to statements placed in the record give considerable data 
on property taxes compiled by the Bureau of the Census. 

(k) Real estate and personal property tax rates are the only major ones which 
the Commissioners may fix. An increase in the rates should occur only in case of 
emergency. Under existing conditions the rate of $2.15 is sufficiently high. 

(lt) An inerease in the real-estate rate could have many unfavorable reac 
tions—acceleration of the movement of persons and business to the suburbs in 
Maryland and Virginia, increased rents, higher prices of goods and services, and 
hardship to thousands who are now struggling to purchase homes and to operate 
businesses. 


CONCLUSION 


It is my opinion that real-estate assessments, on the average, are at a high 
level in the District of Columbia; that material increases in assessments or the 
tax rate would be injurious to the economy of the District: and that the only 
thing needed is proper equalization of assessed values in accordance with a pro 
gram initiated by me in estimates for the fiscal year 1954. Such a program of 
equalization can be accomplished by additional assessing personnel provided for 
in the 1954 appropriation, requested for the fiscal year 1955, and to be requested 
for the fiscal year 1956. 
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Statement of real estate assessments (taxable, United States, District of 
Columbia, and privately owned exempt) 








| Per- 
Total ait ti . Improve- Tey *, 1 cent 
aienh Land value anente Total value Tax | or 
area 
Yead ended June 30, 1935 | 
Taxable 17, 988. 5807 $645. 085,098) $1, 132, 827, 649/$16, 992,414) 56.9 
United States 10, 978. 8047 218, 844, ; 556, 148, 606) 8,342,251) 34.8 
District of Columbia 1, 043. 5488 17, 979 36, 872, 641 553, 091 3.3 
Exempt 1, 578. 3285 64, 644, 5 96, 137,951) 1, 442, 076 5.0 ' 
Total 31, 589. 2627 875, 433, 532 946, 553, 315 1, 821, 986, 847; 27, 329, 832 
Year ended June 30, 1936 
Taxable 17, 926. 9122 483, 016, 100 384) 16,976,975) 56.7 
United States 11, 081. 5283 é 3, 505 8,591,197) 35.0 
District of Columbia 1, 031. 4590 , 671) 3] 590,528; 3.3 
Exempt 1, 504. 0449 , 505 1, 472, 077 5.0 
Total 31, 633. 9444 870, 825, 961 971, 224, 401 1, 842, 050, 362) 27, 630, 777 


Year ended June 30, 1937 


Taxable 479, 495, 264 1, 144, 457, 153) 17, 167,314) 56 

















United States 342, 261, 117| 649,996, 467| 9,749,956] 35.4 
District of Columbia 19, 280, 092) 41, 516,717 60, 796, 809 911, 953 3.3 
Exempt 31, 955, 812) 67, 459, 733) 99, 415, 545; 1, 491, 238 5.1 
Total 872, 992,285; 1,081, 673, 689 1, 954, 665, 975) 20, 320, 461 i 
= = > = 4 
Year ended June 30, 1938 | | ' 
Taxable 480, 420, 638 690, 910, ‘ 1, 20, 498, 55 55. 7 ' 
United States 342, 642, 043 307,017, 11, 369, 35.9 ' 
District of Columbia 19, 398, 268 42, 958, 1,091, 2 3.4 | 
Exempt 31, 805, 924 68, 301, 1,751 . 0 | 
Total 31, 536, 8832 874, 266,873) 1, 109, 187, 783 1 34, 710, 727 
Year ended June 30, 1939 I 
Taxable 17, 357. 7572 480, 713, 025, 368 1, 193, 499, O86; 20, 886, 491 5.1 ' 
United States 11, 441. 7461 344, 3! 318, 636, 950 662, 995, 513; 11,602,435) 36.3 | 
District of Columbia 1, 090. 6364 19 14, 371,317 64, 009,069) 1, 120, 160 3.5 i 
Exempt 1, 614. 3367 32 72, 361, 866 104, 507,022) 1,828, 875 5.1 
Total 31, 504. 4764 876, 615, 189) 1, 148, 395, 501 2, 025, 010, 690) 35, 437, 961 
Year ended June 30, 1940: | 
Taxable 17, 057. 1754 482, 466, 001 742, 483 1, 211, 208, 484; 21,196,398) 54.4 
United States 11, 669. 7645 346, 191, 486 323, 382, 150 669, 573, 636) 11,717,556) 37.2 
District of Columbia 1, 024. 5524 20, 281, 404 45, 996, 517 66 921! 1, 159, 345 3 
Exempt 1, 606. 4082} 32. 972, 202 75, 887, 941 100, 860,143} 1, 905, 054 5.1 
Total 31, 357. 9005 881,911,093) 1, 173, 979, 091 2, 055, 890, 184) 35, 978, 353 
Year ended June 30, 1941 
Taxable 16, 757. 1731 483, 017, 497 l 37,085; 21, 664, 137 53. 6 
United States 11, 906. 0841 346, 857, 257 2 457; 11,691,257, 38.1 
District of Columbia 1,016. 1700 20, 094, 346 53, 637,717 063} 1, 290, 312 3.2 
Exempt 1, 505. 4646) 33, 281, 78, 512, 916 , 179) 1,956, 401 6.1 
Total 31, 274. 8918 883, 250, 363; 1, 208, 284, 421 2, 091, 534, 784) 36, 602, 107 


Year ended June 30, 1942 
Taxable 














16, 331. 5125 481, 965, 991 52. 4 
United States 12. 217. 6836 350, 811, 690 39. 2 
District of Columbia 1, 026. 7378 20, 578, 794 3.3 
Exempt 1, 599. 7239 33, 055, 711 5.1 
Total 31, 175. 6578 886, 412,186) 1,5 
Year ended June 30, 1943 
Taxable 16, 074. 4536 193, 004, 734 1, 326, 992, 815) 23, 222, 612 51.8 
United States 12 475. 7363 357, 924, 781 . 690, 296,031; 12,080,180) 40.2 
District of Columbia | 1,009. 8983 22, 744, 939 61, 433, 267 84, 178,206 1, 473,119 3.2 
Exempt 1, 489. 0560 31, 495, 727 77, 498, 933 108, 994, 660; 1, 907, 407 4.8 i 
Total 31, 049. 1442 905, 170, 181 1, 305, 291, 531 2, 210, 461, 712) 38, 683, 318 
Year ended June 30, 1944 ' 
Taxable 15, 887. 5481 495. 378, 491 858, 970, 229 1, 354, 348, 720) 23, 701,336) 51.2 ; 
United States 12, 689. 7146 359, 803, 472 336, 723, 350 696, 526, 822) 12,189,219) 40.8 
District of Columbia 1, 017. 6388 23, 023, 481) 67, 442, 767 90, 466,248, 1, 583, 159 3.8 
Exempt 1, 455. 4583 32, 757, 970 81, 3 114, 110, 505) = 1, 996, 933 4.7 
9 


Total 31, 060. 3598 910, 963,414) 1, 344, 488, 881 


255, 452, 295 39, 470, 647 
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Statement of real estate assessments (tawable, United States, District of 
Columbia, and privately owned exempt )—Continued 



























































Per 
Total ie Improve- ieee . i cent 
acres Land value | mente rotal value Tax oa 
area 
- — - | - = - = — — 
Year ended June 30, 1945: } 
Taxable x ..|15, 607. 7944) $498, 355, 660 $871, 806,939} $1, 370, 162, 599'$23, 978.079) 50.3 
United States 12, 836. 7810} 363, 715, 166 338, 198, 950 701. 914 283,497) 41.4 
District of Columbia 1, 020. 8275) 23, 468, 831 67, 811, 367 91, 280,198; 1,597,403 33 
is ccpesedecne 1, 568. 5388) 34, 257, 34 83, 506, 551 117, 763,897) 2, 060, 868 5 0 
Total. aii cinpccnn PURI 9417| 919, 797,003} 1,361, 323, 807 2, 281, 120, 810! 39, 919. 847 
Year ended June 30, 1946: 
Taxable ae ---|15, 385. 0461 504, 193, 989 877, 687, 063 1, 381, 881, 052} 24,183.144) 49.6 
United States ......-- 12, 925. 2894 365, 911, 800 343, 074, 350 708, 9R6, 12,407,257! 41.7 
District of Columbia. | 1,046. 5205) 23, 657, 680 67, 796, 367 91, 454 1, 600, 44 4 
Exempt 4 = 1, 659. 8930 35, 749, 612 86, 500, 740 122, 25 2, 139, 381 3 
Total.......-........./31, 016. 7400 929, 513, 081) 1, 375, 058, 520 2, 304, 571, 601) 40, 330, 227 
Year ended June 30,1947: | | 
Taxable : ce 115, 219. 9024 506, 461, 468 889, 556, 013 1, 396, 017, 481) 24, 430, 539 49.1 
United States_-.-...-.-- 12, 989 3] 366, 318, 797 345, 597, 950 711, 916, 747) 12, 458,543) 41.9 
District of Columbia 1, 049. 9050 23, 221, 093) 68, 733, 967 91, 955, 060! 1, 609, 213 3.4 
Exempt. -- - --| 1, 739. 2137 35, 763, 921 88, 130, 17¢ 123, 894,091) 2,168,146) 5.6 
fel. ....24:; 130, 998.6744] 931, 765, 279| 1, 392,018,100] 2, 323, 783, 379] 40,606,441) 
; Rieeene s 
Year ended June 30, 1948: 
Taxable 115, 133. 4819] 1, 030, 399, 938 1 31, 450, 585) 48.9 
United States 13, 008. 6408} 367. 163. O1 15, 388. 107 20 
District of Columbia | 1,069. 930 7 82 011. 740 2 194. 024 a 
Exempt -..-.-....-.-----]| 1,748. 6066 38, 118, 348 102, 402, 562 140, 520,910} 2,810, 418 5.6 
finanipensomonentionstidhienghnigesinses . ne 7 on 
Total. .... <= ' |30 960. 6596} 1,010,177, 733 1, 581, 977, 250 2, 592, 154, 983) 51, 843, 134 
Year ended June 30, 1949: | 
Taxable apes }15, 046. 6037 542, 388,907) 1,051, 853, 158 1, 594, 242,065) 31,884,875) 48.7 
United States |13, 031 874! 408, 983, 639 388, 837, 125 797, 820, 764} 15, 956, 415 42.2 
District of Columbia 1, 064. 4747 25, 886, 865 82. 392. 160 108, 280,025} 2 165. 601 4 
Exempt. - - — 1, 766. 6230) 106, 014, 522 144, 940, 074| 2, 898, 802 5.7 
| ed ae ee - he 
ORD, cosmid ss 30, 909. 5763} 1,016, 184, 96: 1, 629, 097, 965 2, 645, 282, 928) 52, 905, 69 
Year ended June 30, 1950: | : 
Taxable 114, 986. 0367) 555, 800,080) 1, 081, 070, 941 1, 636, 35,192,808) 48.5 
United States. 13, 043. 0304 409, 899, 436 414. 568, 345 $24, > 17, 726, 057 42.3 
District of Columbia... } 1, 048. 5802) 26, 315, 910 82, 918, 740 109, 23 2, 348, 544 3 4 
Exempt cacpbaones 2342) 39, 758, 575 106, 249, 879 146, 008, 454) 3,139,181} 5.8 
Eee 30, 860 8815] 1, 031, 774,001! 1,684,807,905) 2, 716, 581, 906] 58, 406, 5 
Year ended June 30,1951: | | 
Taxable aes }14, 896. 9494| 557, 368, 804/ 1,110, 110,093 1, 667, 478, 897! 35,850,884) 48.3 
United States _. .--|13, 060. 6080} 410, 117, 285 416, 301, 465 , 41 0} 17, 768, 00 42.4 
District of Columbia. 1, 053. 2111} 26, 414, 574 92, 757, 350 2, 562, 196 34 
a cnrniinvnidekiue 1, 807 59} 40, 503, 067 110, 793, 919 3, 9 
a onncdtireme 130, 818. 3044] 7 0: 34, 403,730) 1, 729, 962, 827 2, 764, 366, 557) 59, 433, 968 
Year ended June 30, 1952: a rae ee 
Taxable — . 4, 795. 3475 567, 826,976; 1, 161,086,017 1, 728, 912, 993; 37,171,717) 48 1 
United States 13, O58. 7214 411. 446, 919 415, 947, 525 827, 394, 444) 17,7 we) 2 
District of C olumbia.__| 1, 065. 9890 26, 938, 498 93, 065, 450 120, 003,940 2, 580, 084 3.5 
Exempt aid cl | 1, 809. 6947 41, 472, 091 114, 028, 289 155, 500,380! 3,343, 258 5.9 
a sinide nt 30, 729.7526} 1,047, 684,484! 1, 784, 127, 281 2. 831, 811, 765| 60, 884, 039 
Year ended June 30, 1953: i 
Taxable 5 nies aee 14, 665. 3669 577, 405, 642) 1, 205, 182, 94 1, 782, 588, 582) 38 47 
United States _- 13, 095. 3084 ‘ 13, O18, 970 89,145, 18 : 42 
District of Columbia 1, 074. 8913 %6, 437, 420 . 704, 438) 2, 659, 645 
SR ccocitiinuitn aise 1, 852. 6705 119, 823, 679 2,581,252) 3 5, 497 6.0 
i ee _..|30, 688. 2371 1, 059, 600, 408 1, 884, 463, 009 2, 944, 063, 417) 63, 207, 45 
Year ended June 30, 1954: 
l'axable . 14, 591. 0372 577, 455, 297| 1, 227, 954, 245 1, 805, 409, 542) 38, 81 ? 17 
United States 13, 110. 7852 412, 920, 352 469, 5 882, 378, 977) 18,971,148) 42.8 
District of Columbia_.__| 1, 088. 3322 27, 397, 208 101, 447, 960 128, 845,168, 2,770, 17 
Exempt.......... .---s-| 1, 873.3575 43, 976, 027 127, 469, 579 171, 445, 606! 3, 686, 081 6.1 
Pesecseas __.-..-|30, 663. 5121) 1,061, 748,884) 1, 926, 330, 409 2, 988, 079, 293! 64, 243, 797 
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Mr. Marrin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the plan of financing 
for the general fund, as agreed to by the Board of Commissioners 
and the Federal Bureau of the Budget would require additional tax 
revenues, by new or increased taxes, in the amount of $4,500,000 per 
year. The bill, H. R. 7389, provides for the following, and then I 
make a tabulation of the proposed tax increases and “decreases, as 
provided for by the terms of the bill. 

If you will look at page A of the statement you will see that tabula- 
tion and we are putting in all of these items so that we will have all 
the revenue measures affecting the public works program in one pack- 
age, and for that reason, for instance, we included the abolition of 
the nonbusiness tangible personal property tax, notwithstanding the 

fact that that tax has alre: dy passed the House of Representatives. 

At any rate, the net total of the tax changes, as shown on page 1, 
is $4,560,000, or in accordance with the agreement with the Federal 
Bureau of the Budget. 

I would like to call the committee’s attention to the fact that the 
District of Columbia at the present time has a very complete and 
comprehensive system of taxes, and I have appended, following page 
C a statement in detail of the existing taxes, some information con- 
cerning those taxes, and revenues for the fiscal years 1951, 1952, and 
1953. 

In selecting the particular tax proposals contained in the bill, the 
Commissioners were mindful of many facts, and it was their intention 
to impose additional taxes that would be least harmful to the economic 
and social stability of the District of Columbia. Washington is 
predominantly a residential city, inhabited, for the most part, by per- 
sons of modest means; its boundaries are fixed, it is built up prac- 
tically 100 percent; many areas in need of redevelopment; and the 
modern and spacious housing deve slopments in Maryland and Virginia 
ure becoming increasingly attractive to District of Columbia resi- 
dents, and particul: arly those in the higher income brackets. Exten- 
sive commercial developments in the surrounding counties are a 
challenge to the central business area of the District. It is a significant 
fact that the Bureau of the Census reports show that in 1949 the 
median income from wages and salaries in the District was $2,605 
and that the comparable figure in the metropolitan area was $2,763. 

Estimated revenues during the fiscal years 1954 and 1955 definitely 
reflect a changing economic condition in the District of Columbia. 
Any tax increases or new taxes should not have the effect of increasing 
recent trends. Revenues from sales and use taxes are a good example 
of business conditions in the District of Columbia. 

Revenues for the fiscal years 1951, 1952, and 1953 were $14,965,519, 
$15,410,318, and $15,381,690, respectively, showing a le veling off of 
this particular tax, and we have estimated that revenue for the fiscal 
year 1954 for the sales tax will be $15 million. 

The Bureau of the Census has made some studies which are sig 
nificant. One study is entitled “Tax Revenue of All State and Local 
Governments, and of the District of Columbia: 1942 and 1951”. <A 
copy of that study shows the different comparisons, and it has been 
previously referred to. Briefly, it shows, for whatever it may be 
worth, that in the United States as a whole the percent increase in 
all taxes was 105.9 percent; in the District it was 123.9 percent; and 
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that the percentage increase per capita in the country as a whole was 
79.8 percent; and in the District of Columbia 135 percent. 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Martin, where is the report which you cite on 
page B showing the median income for the District of Columbia? 

o you have a table on that? 

Mr. Martin. That is the first table following page C. 

The Cuatrman. Well, on page B you stated that it is a significant 
fact that the Bureau of the Census reports show that in 1949 the 
median income from wages and salaries in the District of Columbia 
was $2,605, and the comparable figure in the metropolitan area was 
$2,673. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrMaNn,. Does that median income mean the median income 
for wage earners? 

Mr. Marri. No, all income as reported by the Bureau of the 
Census. 

The Cuarrman. But for people who had an income, or is it a per 
capita median income ? 

Mr. Manrtrn. It is a per capita median income. 

Perhaps Mr. Lowe could answer that. 

Mr. Lowe. My name is Schuyler Lowe, and I am the Director of Gen- 
eral Administration. 

That is the median income of the heads of families and unrelated 
individuals, as the Census Bureau defines it. 

The Cuatrman. $2,605 is the median income for heads of families 
and unrelated individuals? 

Mr. Lowe. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. It is not a per capita income? 

Mr. Lowe. That is right. 

The Cuarrman,. I wish to set that up with the figure in the table 
Mr. Fowler had, where he showed a per capita payment of revenue 
to the Federal Government of $975. The average family has three 
members, is that right? 

Mr. Lowe. Three and one-half. 

The Cuatrman. Three and one-half times $975 would be about 
$3,400 or $3,500. In other words, if the first table was correct, the 
per capita payment of taxes in the District of Columbia would be 
about $700 more per capita than the median income is for a family. 

The figure in that table which I objected to earlier as showing an 
improper reflection of individual incomes showed the District of 
Columbia as being credited with a per capita income payment to the 
Federal Government of approximately $975, per capita, not per fam- 
ily, not per head of family, but per capita. Here you are suggesting 
that the median income for the wage earner, the head of the family, 
is $2,605, and obviously they do not pay a per capita tax that is $700 
more than the income. 

So that the figures which you got from the Bureau of the Census, 
or whoever gave them to you as the per capita payment of Federal 
income are totally incorrect. 

Mr. Martin. Of course, that is a median, Senator, and not an 
average. 

Representative Harris. Both figures came from the Bureau of the 
Census ? 

Mr. Marttn. Yes, sir. 
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Another study made by the Bureau of the Census is entitled “Per 
Capita State and Local Taxes in Montgomery County, Md., and Ar- 
lington County, Va., for the Fiscal Years 1951, 1952.” That state- 
ment shows in Montgomery County in 1951 an average of $119.19, and 
in 1952 an average of $124.46. 

In Arlington County the average in 1951 was $95.41, and in 1952 
the average was $102.38, all of which figures are substantially lower 
than the average per capita figure of $134 in the District of Columbia. 

Another study is entitled “Per Capita State and Local Taxes in 
Eight City Areas Having 600,000 to 1 Million Inhabitants—1951.” 

Representative Auten of California. I think the last study you 
mentioned, which shows the city of Washington at $144.70 

Mr. Martin. That is the one for the year 1950. That is a study 
entitled “Per Capita State and Local Taxes in 13 City Areas Having 
500,000 to 1 Million Inhabitants in 1950,” 

Representative Arten of California. That figure shows $144.70 
for Washington in the study of the 13 cities and San Francisco at 
$197.71, and that makes it a little difficult for me as one Member of 
Congress, attempting to sell a program to the rest of the Californians 
who have to vote for this on the basis that the taxes are high in 
Washington. 

Mr. Martrn. There are reasons why taxes are higher in San Fran- 
cisco. They have a municipally owned railway system there which is 
included in their tax burden, because the thing is not self-sustaining. 

Representative Atten of California. The other side of that same 
story is that San Francisco has about $29,000 of assessed value of prop- 
erty for each student in the schools, where the average for the State 
was about $8,000. 

San Francisco taxes are relatively lower for the other areas of the 
State where the distribution of residential and business property is 
more typical. 

The point is that there is nothing wrong with the two figures, but 
just the proposal to people from other States that this program should 
be imposed by, in effect, levying taxes on the other States to bring 
money into Washington is very difficult to put over in light of the 
differing figures of local taxes. 

The CHarrman. The Washington Times-Herald, on the 17th of 
January 1954, published an article which rates Washington as 58th 
for the average real-estate tax, according to the Real Estate Tax Bul- 
letin, published by Roy Wenzlick. The article said that Wenzlick’s 
Tax Bulletin estimated that the average annual real-estate tax paid 
by Washington families is $167.88. The national average is $191.75. 
The District tax rate is $2.15 per $100. 

The highest taxes are paid by city residents in the east, with Boston 
having the top, $481.27. Wenzlick reports only 4 of the 94 cities had 
tax rates of less than $100 per family—Spokane and Tacoma in Wash- 
ington, San Antonio, and Memphis. 

he item was rather interesting, so I sent to Mr. Wenzlick, who is 
identified as a nationally known economist of St. Louis, and got the 
bulletin from which that material apparently was taken. This 
bulletin which he sent me is entitled “Real Estate Tax Bulletin,” and 
it states that it is “Published in the interests of real-estate analyst 
subscribers by Roy Wenzlick & Co., real-estate economists, appraisers, 


KQ 


and counselors,” dated November 20, 1953. 
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The table which this bulletin appears on is page 472, serially in 
their numbers, during the year, this being No, 52. It lists 94 cities 
and in their report W ashington | is at position No. 58. 

The first city is Boston, with a t axlo ad of $481.27 and then following 
that is Newark, N. J., with $344.32, Elizabeth, N. J., with $312.89, and 
so on down. 

Los Angeles, Calif., incidentally, had $214.61 and Oakland, Calif., 
had $215.23. 

The median point is reached at No. 43 with Flint, Mich., at a figure 
of $191.75. And San Francisco is just immediately above that with 
$192.15. 

Washington ranks, as I said, 58th among the 94. 

The lowest of the 94 cities is Memphis, Tenn., with $75.59. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I do not understand the 
relationship of some of these tables. Did you want to insert that in 
the record, Senator? 

The Cuarrman. I would like to put that table in the record which 
appears upon the back page of this bulletin. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That will be done. 

(Real Estate Tax Bulletin, by Roy Wenzlick & Co., is as follows :) 


Average real estate tax per family 





Rank and city Taz load | Rank and city Tax load 

ii Gebek: Midian on $481. 27/ 38. New Haven, Conn____ $198. 94 

9 Mewes BF ic tinned. 344. 32/39. Wilmington, Del_._..._._.._.. 195. 88 

3. Elizabeth, N. J......-..- .. $12.80) 40. Portland, Oreg_........_.- 195. 68 

4. Cambridge, Mass_........ 304.82] 41. Houston, Tex.___..._...._. 192.35 

5. Albany, N. Y..--.-..-.--. 301.82] 42. San Francisco, Calif....._. 192.15 

6. Springfield, Mass_...._.._._ 301. 68/ 43. Flint, Mich_-...-.----~-- *191. 75 

7; Matinie Pi Bouse a 800. 17| 44. Baltimore, Md__--_-______ 188. 57 

So Pikteburgh, Pe nian-inscnts 298. 87) 45. San Diego, Calif.....____ 188. 41 

i, "4 ef baie,  } 17 me. | ef ll 

20. Tieeee, Tie 4. Seine eee _._ 280. 86 47. Bl Paso, Tex.......-..._.. 185.35 
M4; Dota, Ne Wot 280. 09 | 48. Gary, Ind____-_____-_-__- 185. 08 
12. Hartford, Conn........... 276. 36 | 49. Providence, R. I.-.....--. 184, 29 
i AARON TN Ml eaintlalicten certidhangs 275. 45 | 50. Cincinnati, Ohio___._______ 182. 12 
I GN ie 273. 10)| 51. Bridgeport, Conn _-- ___~~-. 179. 36 
15. Jersey City, N. J.-........ 267, 23| 52, Kansas City, Kans_____-__ 173. 59 
16. Worcester, Mass_____----_ 266. 14| 58. Philadelphia, Pa__________ 172. 56 
17. ‘Biromae,. Mii To scsi 262. 54/ 54. Fall River, Mass__..____-~- 171. 29 
18. Milwaukee, Wis........-- 252. 55/55. Scranton, Pa.........-___ 170, 84 
| ae a i eae 250. 13 | 56. St. Paul, Minn... 170. 15 
20. Tae eee cee Ga OU. ee PO eee! ISD 
Sb. Wee; Piha 241. 63} 58. Washington, Rh Wades au 167. 88 
22. Somerville, Mass... --— 950: 30 4.50. Dallas, Deis sen-ussn.. 167. 10 
28. Detroit, Mich. o.c.cicenicne 233. 86 | 60, Cleveland, Ohio........___ 167. 03 
24. Fort Wayne, Ind_____----_- 232. 30/ 61. Knoxville, Tenn-_.____-___. 164.01 
, HG i eee a RE 163. 66 
26: Pateteds, N; Ju... tole 220. 78 | 68. New Bedford, Mass__.____ 159. 37 
27. Des Moines, Iowa_____-_-~ 217. 32| 64. Fort Worth, Tex__.______ 158. 56 
RS | a ae 215. 23 | 65. Richmond, Va............ 156. 88 
29. Los Angeles, Calif.......__ Bre, Glee, Bee, fee 152. 25 
30. Minneapolis, Minn__--_-_~ ar4.00 TCC. TeOre, Ban SS 147. 51 
31. Waterbury, Conn_.-.-..-- 213. 88/| 68. Evansville, Ind_.....____ 146. 50 
82. Denver, Colo.............. 212. 87| 69. Louisville, Ky_..____---__ 148. 15 
33. Salt Lake City, Utah. ~~ ee, OU, Tc ces 141, 45 
ee, GRE AFI istttneneeenclitinss 208, 12) 71, Indianapolis, Ind_...---~- 139. 30 
on. eee, meee. mot. Gal te. Dace Cae 134. 73 
36. Duluth, Minn_-_-..-_-~.-_ 204. 31} 73. St. Louis, Mo. -..-...--- 134. 38 
37. Long Beach, Calif........- 198, 94| 74. South Bend, Ind__.-_-_--- 133. 26 


* Median. 
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Average real estate tar per family—Continued 





Rank and city Tazload | Rank and city Taz load 
16" Mee, Fs - _. $128. 35_| 85. Oklahoma City, Okla . $107. 41 
76. Canton, Ohio__.-_._____._.__ 126.92) 86. Columbus, Ohio__.._..__._. 105.72 
77. Youngstown, Ohio____._._._._. 125. 08 87. i.) a ee 
78. Chattanooga, Tenn.__..__. 123.56) 88. New Orleans, La_________-_ 104. 08 
ee S| Cai ee . 123.47| 89. Toledo, Ohio ___---~_- Le SR SB 
80. Jacksonville, Fla_._._______ 119. 04} 90. Birmingham, Ala__.-.._..._. 100. 66 
81. Kansas City, Mo.__-_____- 111. 83} 91. Spokane, Wash.__----_--_-_. 87.02 
a ee ee 109. 99 | 92. San Antonio, Tex_-__ ’ 83. 84 
83. Nashville, Tenn___________ 109. 76 | 93. Tacoma, Wash___- ~~ ; 78. 99 
84. Grand Rapids, Mich__-_____ 108.87|94. Memphis, Tenn_____----~- 75. 59 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Will you please proceed, 
Mr. Martin ? 

Mr. Martin. I have a section of my statement relating to real-estate 
taxes. That is on page 23 at the bottom of the page, paragraph (j). 


Actual real estate tax burdens have been the subject of many studies. The 
statement made on March 2, 1948, by the late Maj. Gen. David McCoach, Jr.— 
He was known to some of you gentlemen— 
former Engineer Commissioner and then Chairman of the Municipal Finance 
Committee of the Washington Board of Trade, can most appropriately be made 
now as then. He said, “I think it appropriate * * * to observe that to the 
best of my knowledge, no two studies of comparative tax rates, which have ever 
been made, have been in agreement. Some tabulations indicate that the District 
of Columbia real-estate tax is low in comparison with other cities. Others show 
that it is comparable; and some have shown that it is higher than the average. 
Under the circumstances, I do not believe that we can accept any of them as 
conclusive. In my opinion, the only valid conclusion which can be made is that 
taxes on property in the District of Columbia are at least average, that in some 
cities the tax is higher, and in other cities it is lower; and it is my impression 
that most openminded people who have examined into the matter have reached 
that conclusion.” 

I certainly agree with his views on it. I have seen many tax studies 
on real estate “and other taxes, and I have never seen any two in 
agreement. 

Speaking about the real-estate taxes in the District of Columbia in 
relation to San Francisco and Cleveland and to other ec ities, it seems to 
me our real-estate taxes should be less than they are in those cities 
because of the nature of our city. This is a residential city. I have 
been in many of those cities. I lived in San Francisco for 2 years, 
and I know the heavy industry that they have, and certainly indus- 
trial property has a much higher value than residential property, 
so the wonder is that we are not lower on that list than you read from 
in that statement. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Because in those statements 
they have computed the tax upon industrial and residential property. 

Mr. Martin. They have included all property. 

Representative O*"Hara of Minnesota. And by far the greater area 
of Washington is residential property. 

Mr. Martin. We have no heavy industry of any kind. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t know whether that is correct, or not. 

Mr. Martin. I have been in Baltimore and Cleveland and San 
Francisco, and I have been in many of these cities. 

The Carman. I am not questioning your statement. I do not 
know whether it includes both residential and industrial or not. It 
may or may not. The problem, Mr. Chairman, whether or not you 
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or I would like to get away from it, the fact remains that when you 
take this on the floor of Congress, Members of Congress naturally 
interpret it in relation to their own experience. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That has been our experi- 
ence in the House. 

The Cuarrman. When the President asked me to come down here 
at the conference he was having with the chairmen of Senate commit- 
tees and this question came up and Mr. Spencer, our Commissioner, 
was called in, and while these conferences were off the record and I am 
not at liberty to say what the President did say about the picture, but 
he did make a friendly note on the District of Columbia. 

There were two Senators sitting on either side of me, chairmen of 
committees in the Senate, and both of them very highly placed with 
respect to financial affairs and fiscal and policy affairs of the District 
of Columbia, the first thing one of them said to me was “If you want 
to build more buildings in the District of Columbia, why do you not 
change the real estate taxes?” 

He said, “I pay half the taxes that I do on my home.” 

I do not know how you get away from that problem, if you base the 
case on that. If you base the case on the growth of the city and the 
need for improvements, but I do not think it is profitable to sell them 
on comparative tax rates. 

I have had two different houses in Washington, and I pay taxes 
on them and I pay taxes at home, and I know that the proportionate 
value of my house in Washington had been less than half in relation 
to the value of what it was at home, and a lot of the other Members 
have said the same thing. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Of course, your State is like 
my State, we have an exceedingly high real estate tax. 

The CuatrmMan. That is right, and we had a State sales tax that 
was 3 percent, while we were paying the soldiers’ bonus, and it is 2 
percent on everything you pay for now. If you get into the business 
of comparing taxes between here and at home, you do not have a 
winning case, but if you show the need for the improvements, and 
show that whatever it is we have a need for, something might be done 
about that. 

Mr. Martin. I am concerned about the tax relationship between the 
District of Columbia and the surrounding counties, because we are 
in competition with them, and I am less concerned about San Fran- 
cisco. 

The Cuatrman. Except that you have the problem that Mr. Allen 
mentioned, or this Senator mentioned to me who was at my left at the 
conference. 

Representative Aten of California. To be more specific, you have 
30 votes in the House. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Every time we have such a 
bill, everybody who has a high tax thinks the District ought to be 
equally as high, and our taxes vary, just as the taxes vary in Cali- 
fornia. They do not pay the same taxes all over the State. 

Representative ALLEN of California. I would wager that city by city 
all of them pay higher than Washington. San Bianeleso is not a 
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typical city because it is the same area as Washington, with a con- 
centration of industry and business property. The other cities are 
more residential and more comparable to this city, and the other cities 
are higher than San Francisco because they do not have that con- 
tribution on very valuable property and a disproportion of the resi- 
dential property. 

Representative Harris. Do you have the information with you as 
to the comparable rates on real estate in the District of Columbia and 
the metropolitan areas of Virginia and Maryland? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; not as to real estate alone. If you will look 
at the very last chart attached after page C, the one headed “Per cap- 
ita State and local taxes in Montgomery County, Md., and Arlington 
County, Va., fiscal years 1951, 1952,” you will see that in Montgomery 
County the general property tax, including personal property on 
business in 1952 was $61.73. 

Now, that includes all taxes, county and State. 

Representative Harris. You mean on real estate ? 

Mr. Martin. That is real estate and — property. 

Representative Harris. I am talking about real estate. 

Mr. Martin. No. I do not have real estate broken down, except as 
to studies made by my office, which definitely show that real estate 
taxes in the District of Columbia on comparable properties are higher 
than in Virginia, and that they are somewhat higher on comparable 
properties in Montgomery and Prince Georges County in Maryland. 
Those are studies made by my office. 

The Cuatrman. I have a two-page résumé of comparisons of taxes 
in the District of Columbia, Montgomery County, Md., and Arlington 
County, Va., which was made by Mr. Martin’s office at the request of 
the staff of the Senate District Committee. 

On real estate these figures are given as $2.15 per $100. 

Maryland has various rates, ranging from $2.1625 per $100 to 
$3.2125 per $100. 

Virginia has a rate of $2.91 per $100. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. But upon what basis of 
valuation ? 

The Cuarrman. That, of course, can vary. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That, of course, is the whole 
thing, whether it is on the total valuation or on the percentage valua- 
tion. 

Representative Harris. Is that on a 100 percent valuation in the 
District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Martin. No, it is not on a 100 percent base anywhere in the 
United States. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Judge Smith says it is 50 
percent in some portions of Virginia, and 3314 percent in other por- 
tions. 

The Cuarrman. I think that same variation exists all over the coun- 
try. This table was prepared by Mr. Martin’s office and is quite 
interesting because it does have comparative tax rates on gasoline, beer, 
excise taxes, and so forth, and I would like to offer that for the record. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It may be admitted for the 
record at this point. 
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(Taxes and tax rates for District of Columbia, Maryland, and Vir- 
ginia, is as follows :) 


Tages and tax rates, District of Columbia, Montgomery County, Md., and Arling 
ton County, Va. 


Alcoholic beverages (rates per gallon) : 
Alcohol: 


District of Columbia__ _-~-- +e ee ee ti i lalate tt $1. 25 
PERT VIG... .. .\ Desc kpnsselbheeecntmceis Siiarep gs tien tare eanhlal dinate edie tie see 
Virginia: 4c. aii letters seiner caste Jaros ea aes alec 71.30 
Spirits: 
District of Columbia__ ~~~ hats Adel ght ete herd iis led ohn ote tel. $0.75 
I ce heel ha ee shtilaininlchedid ita cts datshib detail itdaitch Torsten sible alii tte dette sl te 1. 25 
Virginia_______ dete dhstebibaeiticlnka tds 1 sai ti le caitaetiittl Reatett th ucla Dial 71.35 
Champagne: 
SERRE UNE, A PUI cia sacle anid enantio tem caianastiael eae catasestsig a Ge 
I ite tients ciactitndinhs ila tiiendondctih ais nd mead Sit tated . 20 
Virginia__ oa padded <p eschdcaleda dulled ee bata 35 
Wine:’ 
I ON a, scsmnerermenapeetiansin es malirianne ihasiamees re |): 
MG FE preg inte iesnteebinntssthies eed oan aeaycusen« ee -= 
Ver eek thin ced dpa ibabcitakiilinthetins Benet Gita cacteaaus .35 
Cigarettes: Per pack 
REE, CL CII ces cntinrttiabinect ae watetinbbinnubiieds ae 
a a Oe Si iteretentashatt enechapemill None 
REE Fa ast i Se est ee ee ee ee ee 
Sales and use: Percent 
District of Columbia............_. Sh ssdhennliiaiselcnsnilisahaubshidilontdhin ist Gthodsin den ; 2 
I cil onsdn iste ccieslii eich cabieahermnaiinsll Getenlliapain title il a cata 2 
i nk a Ti a Se gas oe ores ena iciasin: 
Motor vehicle fuel (rates per gallon) : 
apenas er Rs ies es 7 | 
DOU, i dn ltl lh aie lglhia Vikan Ee heidi pil Mil ba a fa a . 05 
Saas = ots palate Miia aie patria elle casita at i a i . 06 
Beer (rates per barrel) : 
SIS Aen IIR i, a wn: sius eal taersstadvtsinen ik oe manentiiehesginsio simatic peste mapa Gane 
| MEADE Es ees ania chim DR erin wks LANE etches puheahge .93 
Virginia___ ati icnete adliiastinaatiniaieti win icra x coeliac 8.10 
Excise tax on motor vehic les and trailers: Percent 
ee 0 a on sence enema hin atlanta icp INN nc anthem ncuaties ae 2 
PE Re citincinciio ne aehioae eiggeheh ae wwusenemndenalaGe Las AU A EE at ea ae ht tleas 2 
a a i ll il i As secede bisbdiae s Si aiscds innit clk 
Individual income taxes: 
District of Columbia: 
Rates: Percent 
BG le sttciabhse tes done cmansenned slo oea eee ere ieee oe Sci sectare otal _1% 
BO i Se eth Dd wadienti uncntaanls tipi elite debit nia Sebi ieaitastilbeendh 2 
08 BOOMs ek ted el ees UE cite ts ey 
i el dad nein il asl tal lic Nedaenipiaiatel 3 
Exemptions: 
lends th cntitpesdede coda ects i handle csniealedtieeecel ennsahicad detainee alte $4, 000 
Se I ii a nctdinicartaisithinciricicasimnercciniinin ti OE Ea 500 
Maryland: 
Rates: Percent 
On investment income over 9000_........................... *o 
On ordinary income and 1st $500 of investment incense... 2 
Exemptions: 
pe BING GUND thin ii meth bikie Wilber ncokies $2, 000 
Single persons or married persons filing separate returns___ 1, 000 
A FE ad echinl chen icretienseetbalnn eee demes dente agin cima 2, 000 
I SII 5k anderen acta cepa enanmpeeneeneepesiadsaaaiern eee os 600 
Se I: Mant aha ee ck Ate aed cg meant ase eiesaincaeiae 1, 000 
I a ia a ie en deca ale UAL oct okde 1, 000 


See footnotes at end of table 
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Taxes and tax rates, District of Columbia, 
ton County, Va.- 





Individual income taxes—Continued 
Virginia: 
Rates: Percent 


Ist $3,000______- ame 2 ao e 2 
ym ot ee eso kt kee Lene 3 
Cer Coeeee ibe ee a She BE BT 5 
Exemptions: 
Husband and wife_........ __-_ aia Leah atpemeemmactrde $2, 000 
Single person________ Seana be saltiness inet ileal 1, 000 
a, GeMeEe ap 200 
If age 65 or over__________ Jal f 2 ; 600 
= We... Seite acta cei JApar4 ioe jee. ; 600 
Tangible personal property taxes : 
District of Columbia__._.-______ Simei ecmeniin ee sk 
Maryland______-__ itaclina iu-coesttgcantiesiia -o papstions actammmetnamtcinimiara:sdan aeameean None 
Y Seen eee oe pre sada _... $3.50 per $1.00 
Real estate : 
District. af Coleubbie: tcc cece snl ee, _... $2.15 per $100 
I il, eek wien th Pere ai  $2.1625 to $3.2125 per $100 
Fl stem wate ‘dies a _.... $2.91 per $100 
Motor vehicle and trailer ta ixes and fees: 
District of Columbia: 
OR Oi i. bli stn ii baled teh ail leas ‘bbe $1 
a Pee eee Os am $1 
Registration fees: Automobiles, ‘weights 3,500 pounds, 4,500 
pounds, above 4,500 pounds *_______- eae . $3, $5, $8 
Personal property taxes, rate__.________- i 5 ._ $2 per $100 
Maryland: 
RS a ee ey od seal $1 
Registration fees (flat rates): Automobiles with break at 
See ene ae ee ee oes $15, $2 
Virginia: 
ye, bette Ba ee ae ’ _.__.. $1.00 
State fee for all vehicles____ hel an niles POR Rt 
County registration fee for each 100 pounds__-___________--_- : . 15 
Personal property taxes, rate per $100______- sce deeane meas: eee Oe 


1 Excess of 14 percent of alcohol. 

2State of Virginia formula for markup : Cost to deliver to warehouse, minus the last 
Federal excise tax of 1949, 1951, and 1952, plus handling charge of 25 cents per case, plus 
40 percent representing State of Virginia’ markup, then divide the number of bottles in 
the case, and add the excise tax back in. This formula determines the retail price 
adjusted to the nearest 5 cents. This formula produces an amount comparable to a tax 
rate varying from $1.30 to $1.35 per gallon. 

* Subject to 15 percent reduc tion 1951 and 1952. 

* Separate schedule for trucks, etc., based upon weight. 

© Rates of $20 and $30 to become effective Apr. 1, 1955. 

* Other types of motor vehicles and trailers—various schedules based upon weight 

Mr. Martin. The last sheet on my statement is factual and I am 
quite sure that no one can refute it, and that is as to the level of real- 
estate assessment in the District of Columbia. That is the very last 
page. 

In the District of Columbia, and in all other cities in the bracket of 
500,000 population or more, you will note that if you take the total of 
general taxes, real estate and personal, the average per capita in the 
District of Columbia is $2,748, exceeded only by Baltimore, which has 
$2,856. 

And then if you go over to column 5 you will . that the real-estate 
am capita average in the District of Columbia is $2,251, exceeded only 
ry New York, which has a figure of $2,511. 

I have made other studies and have seen other statements, which 
bear out the same thing, so far as our general level is concerned. We 
have a high level of assessments in the District of Columbia. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I do not know how many 
States there are, but it is my impression that the real-estate taxes are 
not computed on a full valuation. Are there any States which com- 
pute the real-estate tax on the full valuation of the property ¢ 

Mr. Martin. I do not think there is any State in the United States 
which assesses property on a 100-percent valuation of the property. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. In my own State it is based 
on a percentage. I have forgotten what it is, whether it is 3314 per- 
cent or 40 percent, but then we have the homestead exemption benefit 
which again cuts down taxes on your valuation and the amount you 
pay. There are no such homestead exemptions within the District of 
Columbia; is that not right? 

Mr. Martin. None whatever; no. 

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that I do not think it 
is fair to pick out any particular tax when you are discussing tax 
burdens between any two cities. It is the total tax burden, and that 
was my purpose in putting the first statement in following page C, 
just to show the comprehensive system of taxes in the District of 
Columbia. Here we have practically every tax in the book. 

There are very few that I can think of that we do not have, and those 
that we should not have, like a tax on theater admissions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Another source of revenue 
you have overlooked in the wage tax. 

Mr. Martin. We did not overlook that, but the Corporation Counsel 
of the District of Columbia informed us that with known exempted 
classes that any law enacted would be unconstitutional. Mr. West can 
speak on that. We certainly did consider that. 

Mr. West. I am Vernon West, Corporation Counsel of the District 
of Columbia. 

I said it would be questionable. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Martin, it has now 
reached 1 minute after 5 o’clock, and I think the committee are duly 
impressed, but tired. Would you be able to be back here? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would you be able to pick up 
with Mr. Martin the first thing in the morning, Senator Case? 

The CuarrmaNn. As far as I know I do not care to interrogate an 
further. I think that probably after the House has acted on this bill 
we will probably have some supplementary hearings. 

Representative Harris. If you have other witnesses that have al- 
ready arranged to be here at 10 o’clock in the morning, perhaps we 
could have them and then have Mr. Martin right after that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. ould you be able to be 
here at 11 o’clock tomorrow morning, Mr. Martin? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, I will ararnge to be here. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will recess 
until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 5: 02 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a. m. Thursday, January 28, 1954.) 
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PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 28, 1954 


Untrep States SENATE, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Joint Fiscan Arrairs SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CoMMITTEEs ON THE DistTRICT Or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C. 

The Joint Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee met at 10: 13 a. m., pursuant 
to recess, in the District of Columbia room of the Capitol, Represent- 
ative Joseph P. O’Hara of Minnesota presiding. 

(Present: Senator Beall, and Representatives O'Hara of Minnesota 
(presiding), Talle, Allen of California, Harris, and Smith of Vir- 
ginia.) 

(Also present: Robert C. Albrook, clerk; William P. Gulledge, 
assistant counsel of Senate Committee on the District of Columbia; 
and William C. McLeod, clerk, House of Representatives Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will come to 
order, and we will proceed with the testimony. It was originally an- 
nounced that there would be 2 days of hearings for the proponents of 
the bill and 2 days of hearings for the opponents of the bill. 

This morning it will be confined to 1 hour of testimony of the Citi- 
zens Advisory Committee on Public Works, of which Mr. John A. 
Reilly is the chairman. 

There are a number of witnesses, as I understand Mr. Reilly, and 
they have all agreed to talk within the hour, is that correct? 

Mr. Remy. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I might announce that any 
extension of time to the proponents of the bill will likewise be extended 
to the opponents of the bill, so that we will all end up even. 

Mr. Reilly, the subcommittee will be pleased to hear from you at this 
time, as to the views of your Citizens Advisory Committee. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. REILLY, CHAIRMAN, CITIZENS ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 


Mr. Retrry. My name is John A. Reilly. I am chairman of the 
Citizens Committee on Public Works having been appointed by the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

At the outset, may I express, on behalf of our committee, to you 
Members of the Senate and the House of Representatives our deep 
appreciation for your courtesy in scheduling these hearings at the 
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beginning of this session. It convinces us that you appreciate the 
desperate plight of the city and are determined to do something 
about it. 

We appear before you today for the purpose of encouraging you to 
take a new look at your Nation’s Capital and pass the enabling legis- 
lation authorizing a 10-year public works program. 

In your delibe1 “ations, we hope that you will share our view that the 
Nation’s Capital belongs to all the people of America and each citizen 
of the country has a definite responsibility to see to it that it represents 
our Nation and all that it stands for. 

May I respectfully suggest that our committee knows that accord- 
ing to law the District must submit a balanced budget. It is a sound 
law to which we must religiously adhere. 

A balanced budget should be limited to operating revenues and 
expenses. In addition thereto, we should have a supplemental budget 
to cover capital improvements. 

Nearly 2 years ago, a committee of 25 leading citizens, headed by 
Mr. Francis G. Addison, was appointed by the Commissioners to 
review a municipal construction program for the District of Columbia with a 
view to preserving the economic stability of the city and to recommend a sound 
financing plan. 

For nearly 6 months, this committee worked long and hard and 
made an exhaustive study of all phases of our municipal operations. 

The findings of the committee recommending a 6-year public works 
program were filed with the Commissioners who promptly approved 
the report in principle. Later, the Commissioners extended the pro- 
gram with some modifications to 8 years and subsequent thereto, after 
numerous conferences with the Budget Bureau, the plan with further 
modifications was extended to 10 years. 

I mention these facts only to point up the necessity for prompt 
action on the pending measure. 

If H. R. 7389 becomes law at this session and the first appropriation 
is made, it will in reality be a 12-year program from the time the 
Addison committee made its original appraisal and report. 

What we ask of the Congress under the provisions of this bill is the 
enabling legislation authorizing the program. We are fully cog- 
nizant of the fact that year after year until the work is completed, we 
will have to appear before you to justify any appropriations that may 
be necessary. 

Our committee was appointed to acquaint our local citizens with 
the facts about our municipal plant and to encourage the Congress 
to enter into a joint venture, or partnership, with us to correct the 
situation as soon as possible. I doubt if any subject affecting the 
District of Columbia has been more widely discussed in recent years 
than the public works program. 

The difficulties of the District of Columbia today stem from three 
principal sources. 

First, the vast increase in the population of the metropolitan area 
has taxed our facilities to the breaking point. 

Second, the constant decline in Federal participation has forced our 
officials to delay indefinitely the construction of new facilities and 
enlarging existing ones. 

Third, the antiquated policy of pay-as-you-go for capital improve- 
ments. 
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Where would this country be foday if our great corporations tried to 
expand on a pay-as-you-go basis? One of the most dramatic develop- 
ments on the postwar financi ial scene has been the tremendous increase 
in corporate funded debt. Since 1947, it has increased over 6634 per- 
cent. To meet the fixed charges will tax the highest powers of man- 
agement for years to come, but it had to be done. The alternative 
would have been a general decline in business activity and many enter- 
prises would be out of business today. Our economy would have been 
weakened. 

The case of the District of Columbia parallels that of industry. It 

cannot survive unless it has the courage to take the risks involved in 

expanding | and borrowing whatever may be necessary to do the job 
now. The borrowing program suggested is basically sound. I am 
confident that we can meet our commitments. 

At this point, I would like to comment briefly on the 10-year fore- 
casts made by District officials for the information of your committee. 
What do these statistics reveal ? 

One, 10 years, with normal annual capital outlays of $10 million, 
which has been customary in the last few years, we find ourselves in 
the red $253,079,770. 

Two, 10 years, with no capital outlays, we have a red figure of 
$92,384,600. 

Three, 10 years, under the proposed program, there is an apparent 
deficit of $102.958,079. 

Now, gentlemen, I do not question for one minute that these fore- 
casts represent anything but honest and studied research on the part 
of our competent local officials. It is a wise policy to be conservative in 
our estimates. 

These figures, staggering as they appear, only serve to emphasize the 
need for prompt action on the public-works program. 

If we do nothing and permit our plant to disintegrate, the loss will 
be immeasurably greater. Ill-advised and unnecessary delays in 
modernizing our city can dry up the ability of business to operate 
profitably, which wills mean a serious decline in revenues that we now 
receive. 

Our particular committee, on the other hand, feels that its primary 
responsibility is to consider the more thrilling and dynamic features 
of the future of Washington. It has a real potential that knows no 
bounds. 

We expect the program to stimulate business activity in this area 
for the following reasons: 

First. The city itself will truly represent the capital of the world. 

Second. Private enterprise will have an inducement to furnish the 
necessary capital to expand and modernize the entire business area. 

Third. The municipality gains in taxes by the increased value of 
improvements and larger sales produced. 

Fourth. The great enterprises of our Nation will welcome the op- 
portunity to est: ablish an office or place of business here. 

In other words, the economic health of our community is at stake. 

We are reluctant to become sentimental when you gentlemen are 
dealing with the extremely practical question of approving a $305 
million public-works program. 

The fact remains that Washington is a national shrine. Every 
American citizens should see it. 
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We know that our national population is increasing at a rapid rate; 
that our people are living longer; that workers are making more 
money and have more leisure time to travel; that the Nation is plan- 
ning for more and better highways. 

As the horizons of America broaden, the prestige of her Capital 
should also enhance. 

_In our planning, we should think of these things and prepare our 
city to provide our own people and the visitors from every country 
in the world with excellent facilities. 

We know of no better method to reduce and even eliminate the fore- 
caster’s estimates of deficits than to prepare ourselves to take care 
of the lucrative business that will be handed to us on a platter. 

I assume, that from your standpoint, one of the most important 
provisions of H. R. 7389 is title VIII which increases the annual 
Federal payment by $9 million. 

Some uninformed individuals may say, here is the District of Co- 
Jumbia looking for another handout. The facts will not support this 
contention. 

When I was appointed chairman of this committee, I reviewed 
some interesting statistics which compared the per capita Federal 
revenue collections from the District of Columbia with 13 States of 
comparable size. 

I was surprised to learn that our community was the second highest 
per capita producer of revenue in the group of 14 and the lowest per 
capita recipient of Federal grants. 

Vashington stood at $780.97. The average was $324.65. 

Our per capita grant was $7.36. The average was $32.83. 

In Commissioner Spencer’s letter of transmittal to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, he points out that while the Federal 
payment is increased $9 million, additional taxes of $10 million dollars 
annually are imposed upon our citizens. 

Matching in taxes more than dollar for dollar of increased Federal 
—— can hardly be considered a handout. 

some May argue that our people are moving to the suburban areas 
at an unprecedented rate and that it is foolish to spend any money im- 
roving the District of Columbia for the benefit of residents of Mary- 
and and Virginia. It is a good question and it should be answered. 

The decentralizing of cities, as you Members of the Congress well 
know, is a national and not a local problem. Reliable statistics reveal 
that in the 12 largest metropolitan areas in this country 72 percent of 
their growth was in the suburban areas between 1940 and 1950. 

The only basic difference is that in other areas the suburban pop- 
ulation is generally within the confines of the same State and very 
often the same county. The tax authorities have the right to expect 
the citizens of the suburbs to bear their fair share of operating the 
municipality. 

Because of the territorial limits of the District of Columbia, we are 
deprived of this revenue. As the suburban areas develop, the ex- 
yense upon Washington is immeasurably increased by the use of our 
bacilities, and we have no way to charge for it. 

Please, gentlemen, do not misinterpret these remarks as a criticism 
of our neighbors in Maryland and Virginia. The Capital City be- 
longs to them as much as it does to local residents. Many of them 
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work in Washington. A large segment are employed by the Govern- 
ment itself. It is mentioned only to emphasize the heavy responsi- 
bility that is placed upon the Congress and District residents to pro- 
vide the necessary facilities to have them use their Capital to the 
greatest advantage. Se sath) 

In conclusion, may I say that all we, the citizens of Washington, 
ask is evenhanded justice for your city—the city that belongs to all 
America, not just those of us who are privileged to live here. 

Washington, the world capital, should be the pride of the Nation 
and a symbol of hope for freedom-loving people everywhere. I feel 
it is truly the mirror in which the world sees us. 

If we look in that mirror, what do we find ? 

A sewerage system, essentially unexpanded since 1890. It poses a 
health hazard through pollution of the Potomac River. It was de- 
signed for a population of a half million people. It now serves over 
a million and is critically overloaded. 

The water supply is approaching the danger point. A serious 
drought would cause a dangerous shortage. 

New residential developments have outstripped the capacity of 
our storm sewers. 

Hospital and health facilities are totally inadequate. The public 
schools plant desperately needs modernization, repair, and new con- 
struction. 

We need new freeways and bridges to solve the traffic problem. 

Because of our growing demands and very limited facilities, serv- 
ice in public health, welfare, sanitation, libraries, recreation, and 
general services are seriously curtailed. 

I can sympathize with those who are charged with the responsi- 
bility of balancing a current budget, but it is economic suicide to 
balance a budget and let the superstructure of our municipality 
wither and die. 

We must take a realistic view of the entire problem, and not just a 
piece of it. It is not reasonable to expect a capital program to be 

aid out of current revenues. The only logi al, sensible approach 
is to develop a sound program; ne with the work at once and 
finance the same over a period of years with a reasonable grant, an 
interest-bearing long-term loan, and further cooperation from local 
taxpayers. 

f this program should fail, there could be a drift away from the 
leadership of the United States itself. 

I believe that no city in the world is more important to the welfare 
of free people than our own Nation’s Capital. 

We citizens of the District of Columbia know, that at this very 
hour, that Capital is at a serious crossroad. 

The situation challenges us to do a constructive job. With the 
ee understanding and enthusiastic support of the Congress, 
that challenge can be met. : 

The prompt enactment of H. R. 7389 will set in motion the ma- 
chinery to carry out this very important and indispensable program. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I had hoped that Mr. Francis G. 
Addison, the chairman of the original committee of 25 members that 
studied that program, could be here this morning and make his pres- 
entation, but unfortunately he is out of the city. 
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He has asked me if I would obtain your permission to file his 
memorandum of remarks. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That may be done, Mr. 
Reilly. . 

(Letter from Francis G. Addison, Jr., is as follows :) 


Security BANK, 
Washington, D. C., January 21, 1954. 
JOINT CONGRESSION AL COMMITTEES, 
District of Columbia Public Works Program, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : I deeply regret that my absence from the city during the period 
set aside for hearings on the proposed public works program makes it impossible 
for me to appear in person to represent the original Citizens’ Advisory Com- 
mittee on Public Works. A copy of our report has been furnished to the com- 
mittee but I wish to add the following brief summary comment. 

The Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Public Works was appointed by the Com- 
missioners on March 24, 1952, “to review a municipal construction program 
for the District of Columbia with a view to preserving the economic stability 
of the city; and to recommend a sound financing plan for the progressive execu- 
tion of any program recommended.” The 25 leading citizens comprising the 
committee devoted almost half a year to a thorough study of this subject and 
transmitted their findings to the Commissioners on September 26, 1952. 

The capital improvements now recommended by the Commissioners contain 
certain alterations in the report of our committee reflecting additional informa- 
tion respecting needs and costs developed since September 1952. These differ- 
ences are relatively minor and it should therefore be understood that the pro- 
gram now proposed is substantially identical to the committee’s plan and has its 
full approval. 

We believe this construction program is essential to maintain Washington as 
a credit to the entire country as its Capital by furnishing municipal facilities 
for the city as well as the rapidly growing metropolitan area whose citizens, to 
a large extent, use and depend upon the city’s facilities for their employment. 

This, the greatest National Capital in the world, is and must continue to be 
equipped with a stately, imposing, and adequate physical plant to appropriately 
service the Federal Establishment and the millions of citizens from our own 
eountry and abroad who come to this Capital city on business and pleasure. 

The financing plan now before you, while retaining to a degree the basic 
charateeristics of our cominittee’s recommendations, has been altered to con- 
form with the policies of the Federal Bureau of the Budget. 

Our major objective must be the preservation of the economic stability of the 
District and that will depend, in a large measure, upon the employment of a 
taxing system which does not penalize through excesive rates persons and busi- 
nesses within the District as against those in the surrounding metropolitan 
area. 

This proposed increase of certain local tax levies has serious possibilities of a 
depressing effect on the District’s economy and must be imposed only after fuil 
consideration of the possibility that such tax rates may result in less revenues. 

We were satisfied that the District’s revenue system, which employs virtually 
every levy utilized in other jurisdictions, now imposes a tax load on local tax- 
payers comparable to that in other major urban centers. 

We recommend the increase in water rates and the imposition of a sewer 
service charge included in the bill under consideration. 

To sum up, the Citizens’ Committee on Public Works is fully in agreement 
with the necessity for the public works program of the magnitude proposed by 
the Board of Commissioners. The committee believes, however, that the United 
States Government has a compelling responsibility to provide a larger share 
of the financing than has been proposed by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Very truly yours, 
Francis G. AppIson, Jr., 
Chairman, Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Public Works. 


Mr. Remy. I had hoped that Mr. B. F. McKelway, the editor of 
the Evening Star, would be here this morning. He is ill. He wrote 
me a letter in which he said: 
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I had planned to accept the kind invitation of Mr. John Reilly to appear before 
your committee today, with other citizens, in support of the public works legis- 
lation. I am kept at home by a slight illness, however, and I am sending this 
note to you through Mr. Reilly. 

The Star has supported the provisions of the public works bill from the begin- 
ning and supported the legislation now before your committee. Our studies 
convinced us that unless some way is found to finance the public works program 
and start the work, the continued development of Washington is threatened. We 
think the present bill is a better bargain for the exclusively controlling United 
States than it is for the taxpaying citizens of Washington. But its provisions 
are far more acceptable to these taxpayers than the alternative of deterioration 
and decay of the American Capital. 

I am sending herewith two articles and » few editorials selected from scores 
of columns of material we have printed on the subject, to illustrate the Star’s 
position. 
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I would like to file these articles and editorials, if I may, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Those articles and editorials 
may be inserted in the record, following your remarks. 

(Articles and editorials are as follows :) 


{[Sunday, February 22, 1953] 
Pusitic WoRKsS PROGRAM 


Examination by municipal officials of the proposed 6- to 8-year public works 
program for Washington, as presented last year by a committee of citizens, has 
produced some drastic revisions in the financial estimates. There has been 
a substantial reduction in the estimates of local tax revenues available for public 
works. On the other hand, there has been a substantial increase in the amount of 
proposed Federal loans and grants. The revisions in estimates of revenue 
availability place even greater emphasis on the serious financial condition the 
city is facing. 

But the basic principle of the public works program remains unchanged. If 
we are going to put our house in order by means of an orderly public works 
program to overcome existing deficiencies in public facilities and provide for 
future development, the program must represent a joint undertaking by the local 
community and the Federal Government. As it is, the local commuuity will be 
ealled on to furnish almost two-thirds of the money. Sut without assistance 
from the Federal Government, the plan might as well be abandoned now. 

The financing plan, under revised estimates, and the requirements in such cate- 
gories as water supply and distribution system, highways and bridges, sanitary 
and storm sewers, school construction and provision of necessary municipal 
institutions, are outlined in the District Building report published today. This 
general outline will be followed in the next 2 weeks with more detailed discus- 
sions of each of the fields embraced by the program. 

All of these preliminaries are in preparation for presentation of the whole pro 
gram to Congress. This is the important undertaking for which the large citi- 
zens’ committee has been set up under chairmanship of John A. Reilly. Mr. 
Reilly has the right to expect the full cooperation of Washingtonians and the 
citizens of our neighboring counties in Maryland and Virginia in presenting the 
program to Congress. For while there may be differences of opinion as to the 
details of the program, its basic concept is important now. The first objective 
is to obtain from Congress an authorization of the financing plan, with whatever 
reasonable modifications may be wise. Every item in the program, if this 
financial plan is approved, will, of course, undergo the detailed examination of 
the appropriating authorities later on. 

It is also important to remember that this public works program is offered as 
an alternative for a system which has failed. It has failed in providing public 
facilities communsurate with the tremendous growth of Washington and the 
metropolitan area of which Washington is the hub. It has permitted vital 
needs to accumulate, by ignoring them, until the cost of meeting them is far 
beyond the resources of current revenue. It has used heavy increases of local 
taxes to offset the steadily declining proportion of the Federal payment, instead 
of providing adequate public services. A continuation of that system means a 
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still heavier burden of local taxation without making a dent in accumulated 
public needs. 

The Star hopes that the public works program will be considered in Congress 
by a joint committee of the House and Senate District Committees. If such a 
committee concludes that the public works program is not the answer, some 
other method must be found to accomplish the same thing. 





[Friday, November 6, 1953] 
SuPPorT FOR PUBLIC WORKS 


Without Budget Bureau support, the proposed public works program for 
Washington would be a dead duck. That support has now been reaffirmed by 
the Budget Bureau. It provides a firm foundation for the legislation that Con- 
gress will be asked to approve early in the next session. 

This support is significant for other reasons. It means that the administration 
is convinced of the need for a public works program in Washington and that the 
National Government has a financial obligation to meet a part of its costs. 

As measured by the Budget Bureau, this obligation is to increase the annual 
Federal payment from the prevailing $11 million to $20 million for the next 10 
years, at least; to commit the Federal Government to the practice of paying for 
the water and sewer services it receives from the District at the same rates 
charged private consumers, and to authorize Federal loans at prevailing interest 
rates when and as requested by the District Commissioners. 

At the same time, the public works program will require additional taxes from 
the District. The Commissioners are expected to announce within a few days 
the methods by which they propose to raise $4.5 million additional tax revenue 
annually, without increasing real-estate and sales taxes. In addition, water rates 
would be increased by as much as a third, and a new tax would be levied on 
sewer service amounting possibly to 50 percent of the water bills. The total tax 
increase per year, including the water and sewer taxes, therefore, may run as 
high as $10 million. That is a substantial increase in the local tax burden. 

In appraising this proposition, Washington residents will have to weigh the 
alternatives. Without the program recommended by the Budget Bureau, Wash- 
ington will not be able to undertake even the most pressing of an imposing list of 
needed construction projects. The pending budget, for example, could support 
no new capital expenditures. Local tax increases, however, would become in- 
evitable, and without such a financing program as the Budget Bureau has agreed 
to support, those higher taxes will be coming from real estate, and in a degree 
that will injure the city. 

The great advantages of the program should be kept in mind. For the first 
time in nearly 30 years, such a program would commit Congress to a fixed 
financial policy in respect to the District—insofar, of course, as Congress can be 
committed to anything. A program of public works will enable the authorities to 
plan and construct according to a schedule of priorities based on public need, 
with definite knowledge in advance of the revenue availability. When current 
revenues are not sufficient to pay for such undertakings, the Commissioners 
would be able to borrow what they need without going back to Congress for 
fresh approval of each loan. 

The Commissioners, and the Riley committee of citizens who have served as 
consultants during Budget Bureau negotiations, should have public support when 
they go to Congress in January. Approval of the public works program will by 
no means mark the end of the District's financial problems, and may create some 
new ones. It is, however, the most practical and least burdensome plan that 
has been devised to meet existing needs. Without some such plan, the District 
is going to be in a bad way indeed. 





(Sunday, November 22, 1953] 
A Two-Way BARGAIN 


When the Addison Citizens’ Committee submitted recommendations for financ- 
ing a public works program for Washington it made this important point : 

“The preservation of the economic stability of the District depends in large 
measure upon the employment of a taxing system which does not penalize through 
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excessive rates persons and business establishments within the District as 
against those in the surrounding metropolitan area. The District * * * is 
experiencing a movement of imporant taxpaying population groups and com- 
mercial establishments into suburban areas and a replacement by them of 
occupants having lesser taxpaying ability. To widen the already existing tax 
differential within and without the District of Columbia will accelerate the 
movement to outlying areas and intensify the District’s current fiscal dilemmna.” 

The Addison committee did not recommend the large increase in taxes (ap- 
proximating $10 million a year) that the Budget Bureau has allotted as the 
District’s share in financing the public works program. It recommended about 
half that much, in the form of higher water rates and a new sewer tax. 

In proposing methods of raising the local revenue necessary to meet Budget 
Bureau terms, the Commissioners evidently have made comparisons between 
new rates and taxes to be imposed in Washington with those prevailing in Mary- 
land and Virginia. The validity of these comparisons, and the effect of the 
new taxes and higher rates on the city’s economy, will, of course, be examined 
in detail between now and January, when the whole public works program 
comes before Congress. It may be taken for granted that any group of taxpayers 
hit hard will argue that the tax increase should be paid by somebody else. That 
is always true. 

The important thing to remember now, and in January, however, is that these 
proposed local tax increases—added to a local tax burden that is already high 
by any method of comparison—are to be regarded as contingent on a comparable 
increase in the Federal Government's participation in District financing. This 
participation, as outlined by the Budget Bureau, includes an increase of about 
$9 million & year in the Federal lump-sum payment, an actual and metered 
charge on the Federal Government for water and sewer service, and Federal 
loans at prevailing Government interest rates. 

The danger that the District taxpayers face, and experience has shown how 
real a danger it can be, is that Congress will enact the legislation placing higher 
local taxes in effect but will alter or even repudiate the terms outlining the 
Federal share. If the Commissioners are successful in gaining local support 
for the higher taxes required to finance the public works program, that support 
should depend on the willingness of Congress to bind the Federal Government 
to its part of the bargain. 

The Commissioners have done well to spell out the cost of the public works 
program in terms of local tax increases. But they will not ask the people of 
Washington to pay this price without a firm guaranty by Congress that our 
partner in the undertaking, the Federal Government, will meet its own obligation. 


(Monday, January 11, 1954] 
PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES 


Estimates of city revenue and costs for the next 10 years can be wrong in 
more ways than one. Estimates of revenue from existing and projected taxes 
can be short or excessive in relation to the actual yield. Estimates of cost— 
in meeting future payrolls or in building a school or a bridge—can be equally 
wrong. 

The Commissioners, the budget officer, the assessor, and others at the District. 
Building know all this, of course. They learn it anew every 6 months. By adopt- 
ing necessarily arbitrary assumptions, based on past experience and intelligent 
forecasts, they have made an honest effort to show what lies ahead for the Dis- 
trict in the fiscal picture of the next 10 years. They have related this picture 
to the proposed public works program. 

The result must be viewed as a relative, not an absolute forecast. Its pur- 
pose is not to say precisely what will happen, but to compare what might happen 
under the public works program with what might happen under two alternatives. 
It is important to remember that the comparisons deal only with the general 
fund. They do not include the highway fund, or the water fund which are sepa- 
rate and distinct, although both of these funds are also provided for in the 
public works program. 

One alternative facing the District is to do nothing. That would mean (for 
purposes of illustration only) that we would not increase local taxes or anticipate 
any increases in the Federal payment of $11 million to the general fund. Under 
this assumption, we would have no revenue for any construction. Yet, at the 
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end of 10 years, we would be shy by $92 million of merely meeting the costs of 
running the city. 

There is another alternative. The conditions being the same, as regards no 
local tax increase and no increased Federal payment, suppose we spent for the 
next 10 years the average amount spent in the past 10 years on public works, 
namely, about $10 million a year. At the end of 10 years we would be shy by 
$253 million of meeting the cost. 

The public works program would mean an immediate $10 million annual 
increase in local taxes (about $4.5 million coming from general taxes and the 
remainder from increasing the water tax and imposing a new sewer tax amount- 
ing to 50 percent of water taxes); an increase of $9 million a year in the Fed- 
eral payment and a borrowing program of $90 million over 10 years, at pre- 
vailing Government rates of interest. 

This would provide for about $172 million in public works charged to the 
general fund (the total under the 3 funds amounting to about $305 million) in 
the next 10 years. Under this program we would still be shy by about $102 
million of meeting all the costs, including debt service and higher operating 
costs due to new public facilities. 

Our theoretical deficit under the public works program, in other words, would 
be $10 million higher than the theoretical deficit under the “do nothing” pro- 
gram. The important difference, however, is that we would be $172 million to 
the good in needed public facilities under the public works program as com- 
pared to no public works under the “do nothing” program. 

The purpose of the comparisons is not to show actual conditions at the end 
of 10 years. Their purpose is to illustrate the serious nature of the fiscal prob- 
lem facing the District. Future increases in local taxes, under the public works 
program, would be greater than if there were no public works program. The 
manifest advantages of the public works program, however, are twofold : 

First, it would provide needed public works, without which the city faces a 
period of stagnation and decay, ruinous to its future. 

Second, it commits the exclusively controlling Federal Government to financial 
participation in the program, to a degree that comes much nearer meeting its 
just obligations in support of the American Capital than at any time in the 
past 30 years. 

It is difficult to find a workable alternative to a public works program. If 
one is devised, it must be studied in relation to the future development of our 
city. Those who oppose the public works program on the ground that it means 
higher local taxes are talking through their hats. Higher local taxes are in- 
evitable, regardless of what program is adopted. 





[Friday, January 22, 1954] 
Hope For Our FIscAL EMERGENCY 


Light from two directions has been directed on the District’s serious fiscal 
emergency—and rays of hope for prompt relief have been reflected from the 
many-faceted problem. Both the administration-backed local budget and Presi- 
dent Eisenhower's accompanying message to Congress stressed the shortage of 
funds for maintaining and improving the Nation’s Capital. Especially welcome, 
therefore, was the President’s strong support for the $300-million public works 
program, including its provisions for a more adequate Federal share in the cost 
of running the city. 

Although they go before Congress under separate titles, the District’s budget 
for fiscal 1955 and the 10-year public works program are part and parcel of the 
same plan for meeting the crisis confronting Washington. Unless the trimmed- 
down budget, devoid as it is of any capital improvement items for schools, wel- 
fare and health, is bulwarked by enactment of the public works program, the 
District will be in a sorry plight. With the budget in its present shrunken form, 
the balance is an unstable one—the general fund surplus being expected barely 
to exceed $4,000 by July 1 next. Only the Highway and Water Departments 
will be able to schedule any construction, as they have their own sources of 
revenue. 

Against this dismal background, the presidentially approved public works pro- 
gram stands out bright with hope for the immediate future. As submitted to 
Congress, the plan calls for overdue construction in varied fields, to be financed 
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by a drastically revised Federal-District fiscal relationship. Supplementing new 
local taxes aggregating about $9.4 million in the next fiscal year would be an 
increase of $9 million in the Federal payment on its District obligations, plus 
“full” reimbursement of the District for water and sewer services rendered the 
Federal Establishment. Under this arrangement, the total Federal share of the 
local bill would amount to about $22 million, including water and sewer charges. 

In connection with the water and sewer payments, the President’s budget 
message contained some unfortunately ambiguous wording. The message said: 
“This (public works) legislation would authorize an increase of $9 million in the 
annual Federal payment to the general fund of the District of Columbia, and an 
additional $1 million for full payment for all water and related services.” Pre- 
sumably the $1 million referred to was intended to be in addition to the $1 
million currently being appropriated as a flat-sum payment on the water bill. 
The legislation, as introduced with Presidential blessing, makes it clear that 
the Federal Government is to be charged in full for metered water and for sewer 
service. The estimated total of these extra charges is about $2 million. It is to 
be hoped that when hearings on the public works measure are held, administra- 
tion officials will make it clear that the President believes that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should pay for all the water and sewer services it utilizes. 

Congress should consider the lean District budget and the long-range public 
works program as essential components of a single legislative package. The 
budget itself falis far short of providing for normal increases in operating costs 
of schools, the Police Department and many other public services, not to men- 
tion capital improvements. The entire package is vital to the orderly growth 
of Washington in the critical period that lies ahead. 


{Sunday, October 5, 1952] 
REVIEW OF THE WEEK: AN OLD QUESTION IS ASKED AGAIN 


Who should pay what for Washington? 

For 6 months, at the request of the District Commissioners, a group of 28 of 
the community’s leading citizens studied hard. The question had not been put 
to them in precisely that form. Specifically, they had been asked to decide: (1) 
What needs to be done immediately to continue the building of Washington into 
a city worthy of its position as the Nation’s Capital? (2) Where are the funds 
for this work to come from? Last week, in a series of installments running 
Sunday through Thursday, the Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Public Works 
published its report. 

The first of the two specific questions took more words to answer, but it was 
easier than the other. The committee found that a minimum of $319 million 
will be needed for capital improvements in the District during the next 6 years— 
not counting additional sums that should be spent on off-street parking and 
redevelopment projects to help preserve the city’s rotting core. The parking 
and redevelopment projects were ignored because other agencies already are plan- 
ning for them. But the committee’s total, even though it was a partial figure, 
left no doubt about the shocking size of the backlog of unmet Washington needs. 

For the committee was reporting that, in the 6-year period ahead, more than 
$50 million should be spent annually on the projects covered in its study. (These, 
in descending order of size, involve the construction of schools and other public 
buildings, improving highways, renovating the city’s wornout and inadequate 
sewer system and building up its water supply.) During the past 6 years, by com- 
parison, an average of less than $20 million has been spent annually on such 
‘apital improvements. In other words, the committee put its finger on something 
like $200 million worth of things which ought to have been done here, but which 
have been left undone. 

The real problem 

It was the second question, however—Who pays?—which constituted the 
committee’s real problem. The answer, in effect, was this: The people of Wash- 
ington should take care of the lion’s share of this $200 million bill for accumulated 
back needs. They should pay about $62 million of it in increased water taxes 
and a new sewer service tax. They should borrow half the remainder (about 
$69 million) from the Federal Government, in a 50-year, interest-free loan. 

The other $69 million, the committee said, should be provided outright by the 
Federal Government. And there, of course, was the rub. 
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The report went into some detail as to why the people of Washington could 
not be expected to pay the entire bill themselves. It pictured the economic 
squeeze in which the city finds itself today. The District the committee observed, 
is losing more and more taxable land to the Federal Government—already more 
than 50 percent of its area. It also is losing more and more good taxpayers to 
the surrounding countryside. With every increase in tax rates aimed at mak- 
ing up lost revenues, it risks losing still more taxpayers. Fixed within its boun- 
daries, Washington cannot do as other cities do, expanding its tax jurisdiction as 
the metropolitan area expands. Yet its streets, its bridges—even its sewerage 
facilities—must serve a vast suburban population. 

All these things the committee pointed out, and concluded that to impose the 
whole burden of the necessary construction program on the already heavily bur- 
dened District would wreck the city’s economy. It was a persuasive argument. 

Yet, even as they made it, the members of the advisory committee knew that if 
they succeeded in driving home the point, theirs would be a storic achievement 
indeed. For behind the problem as they presented it lay a fundamental question 
of principle which has plagued relations between the District and the Federal 
Government for more than 150 years now—and which still is to be answered. 


HISTORICAL QUESTION 


The question can be phrased this way: Since the Federal Government estab- 
lished this city as its National Capital; since it asserts exclusive control over 
the city—and since the building and maintaining of a proper Capital is an expen- 
sive thing—how much responsibiilty does the Federal Government have for pay- 
ing the bills? 

To reduce the problem to simpler terms: Suppose a rich man buys a farm 
on which there is a tenant farmer. Suppose the owner decides that this farm, 
in view of his position in the community, must be something special. It must, 
for instance, have neatly painted white fences, a fine stable, beautiful shrub- 
bery—and a swimming pool. Obviously, the tenant will benefit from these im- 
provements. But who is to pay for them? Does the owner pay? Or does the 
bill go to the tenant? 

The analogy, of course, is not exact. For one thing, the Federal Government 
did not buy this farm in the first place. 


Deeding deal 


The territory which now constitutes the District, it will be recalled, was ceded 
to the Federal Government by the State of Maryland in 1791. The city of Wash- 
ington was to comprise some 6,000 acres of this tract. The then owners of the 
land gave the Government, free, 3,600 acres for use as streets. They gave the 
Government, free, half the remaining area to be sold in building lots. The other 
half was to be sold in building lots by the original proprietors. The United 
States did buy 541 acres for Government building sites, for which it paid exactly 
$36,099. Not one cent of this money came out of the National Treasury. It 
came—without being missed—out of the proceeds of sale of the Government’s 
share of the building lots. 

Having established its National Capital on these advantageous terms, the 
United States was expected at least to assume leadership in starting to build 
Washington from scratch, as it had to be built, into the kind of city it had to 
become. And the United States expected to do so. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, it did nothing of the kind. 


Southard report 


How utterly the Government failed to live up to expectations in those early 
years became graphically apparent during Andrew Jackson’s administration. 
Up to 1825, it seems, the Federal Government had spent, quite haphazardly, a 
total of $1,429,079 on Washington. Local residents, on the other hand, had spent 
three times that amount of their own money in trying to make their wilderness 
town measure up to its national responsibilities. In doing so, they had run 
themselves into $1,806,442.59 worth of debts—no mean sum in those days for so 
small a community. The plight in which they then found themselves caused 
Congress to make its first serious examination of the problem of United States- 
District relations, in a report by Chairman Southard of the Senate District 
Committee. 
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The Southard report deseribed the Nation’s obligations toward its Capital as 
clearly as that obligation ever has been described. It said the interests of the 
District and those of the United States are one and the same thing. It said the 
District is “the child of the Union—the creation of the Union for its own 
purposes.” 

“The design of the Constitution and its founders,” Southard wrote, “was to 
create a residence for the Government where they should have absolute and 
unlimited control * * * which should be built up and sustained by their author- 
ity and resources, not dependent upon the will or resources of any State or local 
interest. * * * It is not easy to comprehend either the principle which would 
prevent the Government from a liberal appropriation of national resources to 
accomplish the object, or the policy which would confine the city to the means 
possessed by the inhabitants for its improvement.” 


” 


Plan comment 

Speaking of the Federal plan for the development of the city, Southard said 
this: 

“It is a plan calculated for the magnificent Capital of a great Nation—but 
oppressive from its very dimensions and arrangements to the inhabitants, if its 
execution to any considerable extent is to be thrown on them. No people who 
anticipated the execution and subsequent support of it out of their own funds 
would ever have dreamed of forming such a plan. It would have been the most 
consummate folly.” 

Senator Southard urged the Nation to assume, for the future, a fixed share of 
the burden for building and maintaining its Capital. 

The Southard report did some good. From 1835 through the Civil War years, 
the Government somewhat increased its expenditures on the District. It did 
not increase it enough, however, to make possible a real cooperative effort to 
build up the city. Washington remained a reproach to the Nation and a laughing 
stock to the world. 

In 1871, the fiscal lid blew off again. That was the era of territorial govern- 
ment for the District, when a man named Alexander Shepherd served as chair- 
man of the federally appointed Commission of Public Works. Shepherd was 
determined that Washington should become the kind of city that L’Enfant had 
planned. Under his leadership, in a few short years, the District took long 
strides toward that end. It also ran itself into a staggering debt of $20 million. 


Poland report 


The territorial setup came to an inglorious end in 1874, and once again the 
Federal Government was compelled to examine its conscience. The House 
Judiciary Committee, in a report by Representative Poland, came to precisely 
the same conclusions as those reached by Senator Southard almost 40 years 
before. The District belonged to the Nation, and the Nation must bear its fair 
share of the District’s expenses. For, said Poland, “all these expenditures 
would ultimately be for the benefit of the whole people, and justice would dictate 
that the burden should fall upon the whole people.” 

Again and again the point was hammered home. Still the question remained: 
What. was the Federal Government going to do about it? 


HISTORICAL ANSWER 


The Government made up its mind in 1878. It agreed to pay a fixed and 
equitable proportion of the cost of building and operating its Federal city. 

In the organic act of that year, which also established the present commission 
form of District government, the Nation undertook to spend one dollar on Wash- 
ington for every doliar Washington spent on itself. In so doing, it inaugurated 
the period of the city’s greatest and healthiest growth. 

The principle established in the organic act governed relations between the 
Federal Government and the District for nearly half a century. In truth, how- 
ever, the national party to the agreement was never very happy about it. In 
its 50th anniversary edition of 1902, The Star noted that the Government already 
had tried many times to welsh on the obligation it had properly assumed. “The 
Government’s share must be continued,’ The Star warned, “or the progression of 
Washington toward the ideal of an American Capital, and its future maintenance 
as a great Federal city, will be impossible.” 
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The backdown 


For all its reluctance, each time it studied the problem the Government found 
itself forced to reaffirm the justice of the decision it had taken in 1878. During 
World War I, when pressure for abandonment of a fixed ratio of Federal payment 
began to mount in earnest, the argument presented by the would-be abandoners 
was an interesting one. The argument was not that the Federal Government 
was paying too much for the District. It was merely that the Government should 
not bind itself to a fixed proportion of the District’s expenses; that perhaps it 
should pay more than 50 percent. 

But the handwriting was on the wall, and it spelled trouble for Washington. 
In 1921, the Federal Government cut its contribution to 40 percent of the cost of 
building and running the city. And in 1925 it finally ignored any responsiblity 
for contributng a set percentage of the District’s budget. It switched to the 
lump-sum form of payment, which has continued to the present day. 

That first lump-sum payment was $9 million, about 30 percent of the city’s ex- 
penses that year. Ever since, the percentage of the Federal Government’s con- 
tribution has steadily shrunk. This year’s payment is less than 9 percent. 
Manifestly, what the Federal Government has spent on Washington since 1925 
has not been enough to keep the National Capital in running order. 

It is interesting to note in this connection, as the advisory committee noted 
last week, that if the Federal payment had remained at 40 percent since 1925, 
the additonal revenue available would have amounted to $408 million—enough 
to have comfortably met all of the bills that now are overdue. 


HISTORICAL CYCLE 


The history of District fiscal relations, therefore, falls into three distinct 
chapters. The first covers the period prior to 1878, when the city was built up 
but little, and then at the expense of its citizens, who bankrupted themselves try- 
ing to assume a task beyond their means. The second period, from 1878 to 1925, 
was one in which the Federal Government assumed a full share of the financial 
responsibility for its Capital. It was in this period that the modern city of 
Washington came into being. 

The third period, from 1925 to the present, has seen the Federal Government, 
making all the decisions for the people of Washington, place on them a progres- 
sively greater proportion of the city’s financial burden. Since there is a limit 
to the taxes that can be imposed even on a voteless Washingtonian, the growth 
and maintenance of the city have failed to keep pace with obvious needs in this 
last period. 

Decisive moment 

The current situation of the District is analogous to that which existed in the 
first period. Herbert Hoover once said this city must be “the symbol of America.” 
Unless that ideal is to be abandoned, a good deal of extra money will have to 
be spent on Washington in the next few years. If the local residents are to be 
called on to do all this spending themselves, then they are headed for another 
Shepherd era. They will be forced to run themselves heavily into debt, as the 
District takes on another job which belongs by rights to the Nation. 

If, on the other hand, the Federal Government sees fit to listen to Citizens’ 
Advisory Committee, the beginning of a new cycle may be approaching in which 
the Nation will again recognize its responsibility toward Washington and act 
in accordance with it. And there is some reason to hope that the Government 
this time will listen—in its own interest. For the Government knows it cannot 
escape ultimate responsibility for its city. 

It can add new taxes to District residents and businesses. It can continue to 
do so, if it wishes, until the District economy is thrown out of the delicate balance 
now maintained. But when that day comes, the Government cannot compel 
those residents and businesses to stay in the District. And if the Government 
should some day find this city economically dead on its hands, it will have scored 
a hollow victory indeed. It will then have to pick up a tab immeasurably bigger 
than the one it is being offered now. 

Thus, last week, 28 District men fired the opening gun in another battle of 
Washington, the outcome of which was bound to affect the life of their city for 
long years ahead. 
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Wat PRoposep Tax INCREASES WoULD MEAN TO THE DISTRICT 
THE STAR KEEPS YOU INFORMED 


‘his article on proposed District of Columbia taxes is reprinted 
from the Sunday Star of December 6, 1953, in line with the policy of 
the Star to provide full and accurate information on all matters 
vital to the welfare of Washington and the closely related nearby 
areas of Maryland and Virginia. 


COMPARATIVE FIGURES WITH NEARBY STATES SHOW OUR POSITION 
(By John W. Stepp) 


The Commissioners are making an all-out effort to whip the city’s $306 mil- 
lion 10-year public works improvement program into final shape for presentation 
to Congress next month. 

As the Government’s legal and financial experts prepare the necessary legis- 
lation and the detailed justifications for it, civic leaders are conducting a cam- 
paign of their own. 

The Citizens’ Committee on Public Works, headed by John A. Reilly, and 
working in close conjunction with the Government, is intensifying its efforts to 
familiarize the public with the works program and to win the public’s support 
for it. For it may well be the average citizen’s voice at congressional hearings 
that will convince the legislators of the need for bettering the physical plant 
of the Nation’s Capital. 

In the program of educating the public to the benefit and the costs of the 
works program, the city heads recently addressed an “open letter to the citizens 
of Washington.” The letter summarizes the projects and methods of financing. 

The Commissioners propose raises in certain taxes to finance part of the 
program. The taxes are individual income, water rates, sewer service, motor- 
vehicle registration, gasoline, beer, distilled spirits, cigarettes, communications, 
insurance, and transit. 

There follows a discussion of each of these taxes, past, present, and future 
and what the increases would mean : 


Individual income 

History.—This tax started in 1939, with 1 percent levy on $5,000 or less income, 
scaled upward an additional 0.5 percent on each additional $5,000 of income to a 
cutoff total of 3 percent tax on $20,000 or more of income. Exemptions were 
$1,000 for individual, $$2,500 for a married couple or head of family and $400 
for each dependent. In fiscal 1940, 78,000 taxpayers produced $1.6 million 
through this levy. 

The head of family exemption was abolished and the married couple exemption 
reduced to $2,000 in 1947, otherwise the structure remained unchanged. Revenue 
paid in by 99,000 taxpayers in fiscal 1948 totaled $4.1 million. 

Present rates.—The $4,000 individual exemption went into effect in 1950, joint 
returns were abolished and the rates rose 0.5 percent in each income category 
of $5,000 multiples to a maximum of 3 percent tax on income $15,000 or more. 
The big exemption cut the number of taxpayers to 39,000 and the revenue to 
$3.5 million fiscal 1951. Receipts in fiscal 1953 were $3.9 million, paid by about 
50,000 residents. 

The 1950 income tax structure was set up as part of the 1949 revenue bill 
which also made such sweeping alterations as imposing the sales tax, the ciga- 
rette tax, the automobile excise tax, and the gas and electricity sales tax, and 
raising the beer and liquor taxes. This was the bill needed to meet increased 
government expenses without going into the red that year. The higher exemp- 
tion on personal income was part of a compromise demanded by legislators op- 
posed to the sales tax. 

In the same act, the word “resident” was redefined to cut down the number of 
persons exempt from paying District income taxes. These are legislators and 
their employees (if the employees are domiciled in their employer’s State) and 
presidentially appointed officials whose appointment must be confirmed by the 
Senate. All these individuals must, of course, show bona fide domicile outside 
the District. 

For many years, wage earners living here were permitted to avoid paying 
District taxes if they proved domicile elsewhere. This resulted in considerable 
tax-dollar loss to the city because of its large population of Federal Govern- 
ment workers attracted here from the States. 
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Since 1947, Washington residents claiming domicile elsewhere must file District 
income-tax returns showing how much tax they paid to their home State. If the 
sum paid to the State is less than the District tax, the city must be paid the 
difference, Otherwise, the out-of-town domiciliary pays no District tax. 

Proposed rates.—Up another 1 percent in each category for this schedule: 2.5 
percent on the first $5,000; 3 percent on $5,000-$10,000; 3.5 percent on $10,000- 
$15,000 and 4 percent over $15,000. 

The income-tax increase proposal is viewed by city officials as a companion 
piece to the abolition of the 2 percent personal property tax on nonbusiness 
property. The city has long urged wiping the property levy off the books, since 
it is too troublesome for the amount of revenue it produces. Nonetheless, its 
absence would be felt at the outset by the loss of about $850,000 revenue. Local 
tax authorities have repeatedly said, however, that freeing staffers from enforc- 
ing the household-goods levy will mean stricter enforcement of the property 
tax on businesses which will mean more income from this source. 

From the individual taxpayer’s standpoint, the abolition of the tax on house- 
hold goods, jewelry, and other personal items would offset the increased income- 
tax rates. 

Rate comparison.—The District would still have rates lower than Maryland 
and Virginia, especially considering that nearby Virginians must pay a personal 
property tax of $3.50 per $100 valuation in Arlington; $4.40 per $100 in Falls 
Church ; $3 per $100 in Alexandria, and $2.70 to $3.30 per $100 in Fairfax County. 
The basic income-tax rate in Maryland is 2 percent. In Virginia it ranges from 
2 percent on income up to $3,000, 3 percent from $3,000 to $5,000 and 5 percent on 
$5,000 up. District taxpayers get a better break on exemptions. 

Estimated revenue increase.—$1.6 million annually, without taking into account 
the expected $850,000 loss through ending the personal property tax. 


Water and sewer 


History.—While the District consumer has been paying in one form or another 
for his water since 1859, an effective uniform system of assessment was not 
adopted until 1892. In that year, a charge of $3.50 annually was levied on each 
water-serviced, 2-story, 16-foot-wide house. An additional 25 cents was levied 
for each frontage foot over 16, and the home owner had to pay one third more for 
each story over the allotted 2. 

This flat-fee system of charging for unmetered water consumption saw increases 
over the years until 1947. In that year, a 25 percent hike in the previous rate 
to $12.31 went into effect and applies today to the 7,000 unmetered accounts 
still remaining in the system. 

The principle of metering water—a highly desirable principle, since the flat- 
fee system resulted in much water wastage—was not applied to domestic accounts 
until 1906. Such accounts paid a flat fee of $4.50 per year plus 3 cents per 100 
cubic feet. In 1912 the rates were modified so that the customer’s $4.50 bought 
7,500 cubic feet of water, and each additional 100 cubic feet cost him 4 cents. 
Successive rate increases over the years led to the present schedule, adopted in 
1947: $10.94 for 7,500 cubic feet, with 9 cents per 100 cubic feet in excess. 

Revenues have ranged from $727,520 in 1909, to $1.1 million in 1921, $2.3 million 
in 1938, $3.8 million in 1948 and $4.4 million in fiscal 1953. 

A sewer-service charge has no precedent in the District. 

Present water rate.—Basic for domestic users, $10.94 per 7,500 cubic feet, 9 
cents per 100 cubic feet in excess of 7,500. 

Proposed rates——The minimum charge for water would be raised to $12 per 
year for a reduced amount of 7,200 cubic feet, with an 11 cents per 100 cubic- 
feet fee for excess consumption. The small consumer's bill will rise about 9 
percent over former rates, while the big water user will be paying approximately 
a 22 percent increase. District officials say, with the average domestic user’s 
bill rising about 10 percent. Water main front-foot assessments on new con- 
struction would increase from the present $1.90 per foot to $3. 

The sewer-service charge will be assessed on the basis of one-half the con- 
sumer’s water bill. The sewer-line assessment would rise from the present $1.50 
per front foot to $4 on new construction. 

Both the proposed water- and sewer-rate structures would apply to Federal 
Government use. Instead of the present $1 million annual lump-sum payment 
for water, Government water consumption would be metered and billed accord- 
ingly for water and sewer service. 

Rate comparisons.—Consumers in Montgomery and Prince Georges counties 
supplied by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission pay for water at a 
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rate of 27 cents per 1,000 gallons and a sewer-use charge of 14 cents per 1,000 
gallons of water consumption. 

Some sample rates from nearby Virginia, where a number of small private and 
public distributors supply various areas: 

Arlington County: 32 cents per 1,000 gallons, of which 60 percent applies to 
water and 40 percent to sewer charges, plus $1.50 per living unit flat fee each 
quarter of a year, 

Alexandria: Minimum charge of $5.76 per quarter on the first 20,000 gallons 
consumed, with 46 cents per 1,000 gallons in excess and 39 cents per 1,000 gal- 
lons in excess of 30,000 gallons consumed. \o sewer charge. 

Virginia Water Co. (serving part of Fairfax County) : $7.50 per quarter min- 
imum charge, 75 cents per 1,000 gallons on the first 10,000 gallons per quarter 
and 68.5 cents per 1,000 on the next 10,000 gallons. 

Falls Church: Within city limits, $4.50 per quarter minimum, which allows 
up to 10,000 gallons; 40 cents per 1,000 for excess gallonage. Outside city, $6 
per quarter minimum for 10,000 gallons and 40 cents per 1,000 gallons in excess. 
Sewer service is $5.25 per quarter per residence. 

The Commissioners have concluded that not only do Washington water rates 
compare favorably with those of surrounding areas, but sewer charges are widely 
employed throughout the country as a means of supporting this service. 

Estimated revenue increase—The higher water rates on private and Federal 
consumption and front-foot assessments are expected to bring in more than $1 
million annually above current levels. The new sewer-service charge and higher 
front-foot asessments should produce better than $3 million annually from all 
sources, including the Federal Government. 


Motor vehicles 

History.—Back in the dim beginnings of the automobile around 1910, a wheel 
tax was in force, though never effectively enforced. This amounted to $3 on 
every vehicle containing two seats, plus $2 per seat for each additional seating 
accommodation. 

The first registration fee, as such, was imposed in 1924. This amounted to $1 
on gasoline-driven cars, $11 on the electrics, and $15 on the steamers, and had 
to be renewed each year. In 1938, vehicle weight entered the picture. Regis- 
tration cost the motorist $5 if the vehicle weighed 3,500 or less pounds, $8 be- 
tween 3,500 and 4,500 pounds, and $12 for more than 4,500 pounds. 

The personal-property tax on motor vehicles was not imposed until 1930 when 
a $1.70 per $100 valuation took effect. The rate was raised to $1.75 per $100 
in 1988 and to $2 in 1948. 

In addition, the 2 percent excise tax—a sales tax on motor vehicles—was im- 
posed effective 1950 along with the general sales tax here. 

From a revenue standpoint, registration fees last year totaled $1.7 million, 
$500,000 more than the sum realized in 1940. In the same period personal prop- 
erty tax revenues have increased more than $2.5 million to a fiseal 1953 total of 
$3.6 million. The excise tax has realized between $1 and $2 million a year since 
it was imposed in 1950. The figure for fiscal 1953 was $1.7 million. 

Present rates.—The $5-$8-$12 fee based on weight still sets the registration 
fee. The personal property and excise tax rates remain 2 percent. 

Proposed rates.—Inauguration of a flat-fee system to supplant the present 
registration fee and the property tax on vehicles. The charge would be $20 on 
vehicles weighing up to 3,500 pounds, and $30 for those exceeding 3,500 pounds. 
The excise tax would remain. 

Rate comparisons.—Maryland has had the flat-fee system since the mid-1940’s. 
The present fee is $15 for vehicles less than 3,700 pounds, and $23 for those in ex- 
cess. Beginning in April 1955, however, these rates are to be increased to $20 
and $30 with the same weight cutoff point. 

In Virginia the flat-fee rate imposed by the State is $10 on passenger vehicles 
and $12 on trucks weighing less than 10,000 pounds. In addition to this levy, 
Arlington charges a county fee of 15 cents per hundredweight for passenger 
cars and a flat fee of $6 for trucks weighing less than 10,000 pounds. Alexandria 
levies a $7 city license tax. 

A comparison in terms of what the car owner must pay on a popular model new 
model selling for $2,300, shows: 

District : $89.82 under the present system; $65.82 under the proposed flat-fee 
system, both including excise tax. 

Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties: $60.82 under the present flat-fee 
rate; $65.82 under the impending fee increase, both including State sales tax. 
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Arlington: $59.21, including State and county registrations and personal 
property tax. Virginia has no State sales tax. 

Estimated revenue under flat-fee system.—The Commissioners figure that at 
the outset revenues would be reduced by $120,000 from last year’s total of $5.3 
million from registration fees and the personal property tax on automobiles. A 
revenue loss would be expected with the abolition of the property tax since the 
high valuation of the newer cars would no longer be a factor in city revenues. 
On the other hand, officials foresee a downward trend in the valuation of vehicles. 
Whereas, if the present system were continued, lower valuations would result 
in lower personal property tax receipts. ‘Under the proposed flat-fee setup the 
fee would remain constant regardless of lower vehicle valuation. The expecta- 
tion of an ultimate, though gradual, revenue increase presupposes that District 
residents will own aS many or more cars as the present 203,000. Car ownership 
has increased steadily if only slightly over the years, tax officials point out. 
Gasoline 


History.—In 1924 when automobile production lines had really begun to hum, 
lawmakers figured that the motorist should start paying for the streets he used. 
A 2-cent-per-gallon gasoline tax accordingly was imposed here that year. It 
produced that first year just under $1 million. 

Two cents remained the fee until 1942, when an additional penny was imposed. 
Despite the increase, revenue dropped from the $4 million figure of 1942 to $3.2 
million in fiscal 1943, the first year reflecting the higher tax rate. The loss, how- 
ever, was due to the wartime shortage of gasoline for civilian use. 

A 1947 amendment to the tax act raised the levy temporarily to 4 cents. The 
4-cent rate was supposed to revert to 3 cents in 1952, but Congress disallowed 
that and raised the tax to a permanent 5-cent-per-gallon levy. Revenues in that 
period more than doubled, from $4.8 million in fiscal 1947 to $9.8 million in 
fiseal 1953. 

Present rate.—Five cents per gallon. 

Proposed rate.—Up another penny to 6 cents a gallon. 

Rate comparison.—The District, according to the local Highway Department, 
has always charged a lower gasoline tax than either Maryland or Virginia, ex- 
cept for a period last year when the Maryland and District levy was the same, 5 
cents. Both the Free State and Virginia now impose 6-cent taxes, 

Estimated additional revenue.—$750,000 annually, although some local budget 
prognosticators regard this estimate as ultraconservative. Highway people 
stand fast on $750,000, nonetheless, on the theory that gas tax parity in the three 
jurisdictions will convince suburbanites that they may as well buy gas at their 
neighborhood dealers. 

Distilled Spirits 

History.—Under authority of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, the follow- 
ing schedule of taxes was imposed in 1934: Liquor, 50 cents a gallon; champagne, 
15 cents a gallon, and wine, 10 cents a gallon. Tax receipts totaled $911,656 the 
first year it was applied. 

These rates were amended in the Appropriations Act of 1949 which also estab- 
lished the sales tax and altered the income tax structure. The new gallon tax 
levels were: Liquor, 75 cents; champagne, 22.5 cents, and wine, 15 cents. The 
$2.8 million revenues in fiscal 1950 represented an increase of $700,000 over the 
previous year. 

Revenues from the three beverage sources stood at $3.3 million last fiscal vear. 
While this figure represents an increase of $1.2 million since 1945, receipts have 
slumped from a 1951 high of $3.6 million, to $3.4 million in 1952 to the latest 
figure. Officials attribute the drop to scarce buying because of the Korean war 
and a pending increase in the Federal tax which now stands at $10.50 per proof 


gallon (100-proof liquor, for example, draws a $10.50 per gallon tax and so on 
down with the lesser proof spirits). 


Present rates.—The 1949 schedule of 75 cents a gallon on liquor, 22.5 cents 
on champagne and 15 cents on wine is still in effect. 
Proposed rates.—Liquor, up 25 cents for a $1-per-gallon levy; champagne, up 





7.5 cents for a new 30-cent total, and wine, up 5 cents to a 20-cent level. 

Rate Comparison.—Maryland charges $1.25 a gallon on liquor and champagne 
and 20 cents a gallon on wine. Virginia liquor and champagne sales are State- 
controlled, hence there is no tax, as such, on these sources. 
taxes wine 35 cents per gallon. 

The Commissioners have described the Distrcit’s liquor tax, as well as the beer 
tax, as “extremely low.” The city, in fact, is widely regarded as a “low-priced 


The State, however, 
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buying spot.” With this in mind, they have concluded that this is one of the 
revenue sources that can best stand heavier taxation. One top executive pointed 
out recently that the proposed rate increases would result in the consumer paying 
only 5 cents more for a fifth of liquor, and about a penny a fifth more for wine 
and champagne—assuming dealers pass the tax hikes along. 

Estimated revenue increase.—$1.1 million annually. 

Beer 

History.—Although the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act was adopted here in 
1934, beer remained untaxed until 1938 when a 50-cents-a-barrel fee was levied. 
The first full fiscal year following showed $164,170 in receipts. The only other 
increase occurred in 1949, when the tax was doubled. Revenues jumped, as a 
result of this increase, from $299,476 in fiscal 1949 to $525,946 in fiscal 1950 
While receipts hovered around $601,000 in both fiscal 1951 and 1952. a drop of 
$23,000 was shown in fiscal 1953 ending last June 30. District officials have no 
ready explanation for this sag in receipts. 

Present rate-—Remains $1 per barrel. 

Proposed rate.—Treble the present rate to $3 per barrel. 

Rate comparison.—Maryland now has a 3-cents-per-gallon State tax (approxi- 
mately $1 per barrel) and Virginia a $3.10 per barrel tax. Government officials 
point out that on a nationwide basis the beer tax averages $3.02 a barrel. And 
despite the fact that the proposed rate would bring the District just a shade 
under the Virginia level and three times higher than the Maryland tax, Wash- 
ington would still be in a good competitive position due to lower markups in 
many District retail stores. 

Estimated revenue increase.—$1.1 million annually, although city officials say 
it is difficult to judge the effect of trebling the tax. 


Cigarettes 

History.—Imposed in 1949, 1 cent a pack realized $1,267,958 during the ensu- 
ing year. For the next 2 years receipts went up a total of $14,000, then dropped 
lust fiscal year to $1,256,614. 

Proposed rate.—Double the existing tax to 2 cents a pack. 

Rute comparison.—Neither Marylan¢ nor Virginia places a tax on cigarettes, 
consequently prices per carton run lower than District prices. With the proposed 
local increase in effect, cartons would cost about 16 cents less in Maryland, 
12 cents less in Virginia, a prospect that troubles tax authorities here. 

The fear is that cigarette tax receipts slumped last year because of the higher 
levy here. One top official admitted that the proposed increase would “throw the 
District out of kilter’ with surrounding areas. 

The only justifications put forth so far are that the 2-cent tax would still be 
well under the national average, and that cigarettes are a luxury type of item 
that lends itself to increase in preference to other sources. 

Estimated revenue increase.—$750,000 annually. 





Communications 


History——A 2-percent levy on the sales of telephone and telegraph services 
would be brand new here. As far as utilities generally are concerned, however, 
no precedent would be set: A 2-percent sales tax on gas and electric power has 
been in effect here since 1949. In fiscal 1953, Washington Gas Light Co. con- 
sumers paid $318,364, and users of Potomac Electric Power Co. service, $418,931. 

Rate comparison.—While no State communications tax now exists in nearby 
Maryland or Virginia, the Federal sales levy is regarded by the telephone com- 
panies and consumers alike as headache enough. It is 15 percent on local 
service and 25 percent on long distance. 

District officials feel that even though the local consumer would be at a dis- 
advantage with respect to adjoining jurisdictions, imposition of a communica- 
tions tax would be reasonable since such-a tax is found in many jurisdictions 
throughout the country. 

Estimated revenue.—$400,000 annually. 


Insurance 

History.—This tax now applies to insurance companies which cover risks in 
the District. When first imposed in 1901, the rate was 2 percent on the net 
premium receipts of all but mutual fire insurance companies. A 1911 amend- 
ment lowered the tax rate to 1 percent. In 1934 passage of the so-called Life 
Insurance Act raised the fee to 1.5 percent on all but mutual and fraternal 
companies. The tax jumped to 2 percent in 1937 on all but fraternal and marine 
insurance outfits. 
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Present rates.—2 percent is the rate that still prevails. Revenue last fiscal 
year came to about $2 million. A steady revenue rise is shown over the last 10 
years, but insurance tax authorities say that this only signifies that valuations 
have been steadily increasing along with inflationary costs. 

Rate comparison.—Maryland has a 2-percent tax; Virginia 2.25 percent. 

Proposed rates.—Up to 2.5 percent since a 2.5-percent rate would not be ex- 
cessive in comparison with other sections of the country. Though the 2 percent 
is most frequently found, according to local tax people, there are a number of 
jurisdictions that levy taxes between 2 and 3 percent and even as high as 
4 percent, depending on the type of insurance. 

Estimated revenue increase.—$500,000 annually. 


Transit 


History.—Tax on mileage traveled by buses was first imposed in 1932. Rate 
unchanged over years. A sample year, 1934-35, showed total revenue to District 
from all bus companies, $56,308, of which three-fifths paid by Capital Transit 

o. For year ending last October 30, total yield was about $176,000, Capital 
Transit paying more than $145,000. 

Capital Transit, as the only street railway firm here, also has paid a gross- 
receipts tax on its rail operations since the horse-drawn 1880’s. This source 
realized $465,396 last year. 

Present rates.—Bus mileage tax 0.008 cents a mile; gross-receipts tax on rail 
operations: 3 percent. 

Proposed rates.—Increase bus mileage levy to 2 cents a mile on companies 
operating buses only. Consolidate the Capital Transit tax so that the company— 
any company operating both streetcars and buses—would pay a gross-receipts 
tax on its entire vehicular operation instead of the mileage fee on buses and the 
receipts fee on streetcars. 

The idea, according to District officials is to make the bus companies pay more 
than the outdated, depression-year 0.8-mill tax for the use of the streets as 
travel routes and terminals. Under the proposed system, Capital Transit would 
pay in about as much as at present, officials plan. 

Rate comparison.—Maryland imposes a special tax of $4 a seat on buses; 
Virginia levies a 2-percent gross-receipts tax on the Virginia operations of all 
transportation, including bus companies. 

Estimated revenue increase.—$50,000 annually. 


YOUR INCOME: HOW TAXES HAVE INCREASED SINCE 1940 


How has the District income-tax burden been shared by individual residents 
in the 14-year history of the tax? The following table gives an idea: 





Average | Average 

Year Taxpayers individual || Year Taxpayers individual 

payment || payment 

| 

a 78, 000 $22. 11 a an 96, 000 $45. 17 
ni cenieianeenmntiains 78, 000 og ge. eee 104, 000 40. 97 
., 3 eh caanasete 88, 000 27. 80 | PEL tilcasetmousdule 103, 000 44. 96 
Wi edindodlbipadea Sie 94, 000 eet ee eee 120, 000 40. 26 
0 A a 95, 000 38. 31 EE Ch dhtndNes speapenees 338, 500 91. 64 
i nnmacaee naneoea 89, 000 40. 50 BEE. Swe cactidacttwatsnensé 44, 000 88. 44 


BOUD. 3 ives cei nk cubs dou 91, 000 — 8068... cnncecnciccuccccsoce 50, 000 79. 52 





1 Lower exemptions resulted in more taxpayers, lower payments. 
2? $4,000 personal exemption and higher rates resulted in fewer taxpayers paying more taxes. 


THE WORKS PROGRAM FOR THE DISTRICT 


What it would provide 

Highways and bridges.—New routes to link East Capitol Street Bridge with 
downtown and with Baltimore-Washington Parkway and Annapolis Freeway ; 
inner-belt route skirting downtown area; new central area bridge across the 
Potomac; improving radial streets between downtown and outlying areas; cross- 
town route through Soldiers’ Home; access route to Deanewood. Cost: $111.9 
million. 

Water supply and distribution—Increased filtration and other purification 
facilities at Dalecarlia filter plant; additional storage and pumping facilities 
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elsewhere in the system; reinforcement and extension of water mains to handle 
3 increased consumption. Cost: $36.9 million. 
Sanitary seweruge.—New lines to meet new housing development needs ; replace 


or supplement some of the many obsolescent sewers; expand the sewage treat- 
4 ment plant to reduce river pollution. Cost: $27.8 million. 

General building construction.— 

Schools: Fifty-four projects to be constructed, including new buildings or 
additional classrooms, gymnasiums, cafeterias, and auditoriums. Cost: $34.7 
million. 

Recreation: Ground development at 52 locations, including 13 new playgrounds 
and improvement of another 13; 2 yearround swimming pools; 21 new shelter 
buildings ; 4 community fieldhouses. Cost: $4 million. 

Health: District General Hospital would get a 300-bed tuberculosis building, 
psychiatric building, operating suite, 200-bed dormitory for resident internes, 
: utility service building, obstetrics and gynecology building, conversion of present 
psychiatric building to a convalescent home. The tuberculosis sanitarium at 
Glenn Dale would get a utility and storage building. Also four new, health 
clinics would be built in the city. Cost: $14 million. 

Corrections: Dormitory, hospital addition, dairy barn, administration-educa- 
tion building at the workhouse. Maximum security building, two dormitories, 
administration building and chapel at the Women’s Reformatory. Housing 
expansion at the District Jail, and a complete youth center for housing and 
training youthful offenders separate from hardened criminals. Cost: $8.5 
million. 

Sanitation: High temperature incinerator to reduce open dump trash burn- 
ing; transfer station for garbage disposal; toolhouse and motor vehicle garage 
construction ; remodel an existing incinerator. Cost: $3.4 million. 

Welfare: Housing and training facilities at District Training School, Laurel, 
as well as additional school and utility building there; additions to Receiving 
Home; one-story dormitories at Home for Aged. Cost: $9.6 million. 

Library : Construction of six new branch libraries. Cost: $2.3 million. 

Fire Department: Three new engine houses, and relocation of two others; new 
training-school building; new repair shop. Cost: $2.3 million. 

Police Department: New Women’s Bureau Building: storage facilities for 
impounded automobiles; addition to central radio station. Cost: $1.5 million. 

Stormwater sewers: New, replacement and relief storm sewers. Cost: $46.4 
million. 

2 Miscellaneous: New central garage and warehouse; relocation of dog pound. 
Cost: $2.5 million. 


The cost and who would pay 

District tarpayer.—Some $10 million in additional rates and taxes annually 
for at least 10 years, about half of that sum an increase in water rates and 
im) osition of a new sewer-service charge, and the other half in 9 miscellaneous 
taxes. These are detailed elsewhere on this page. 

Uncle Sam.—A $9 million annual increase over the present $11 million share 
in District expenses for the next 10 years; full payment for metered water con- 
sumption by Government agencies, expected to bring in about $400,000 more per 
year than the present $1 million lump-sum water payment; full payment for 
Government sewer service, estimated at $700,000 annually; interest-bearing 
notes totaling $90 million, amortization of which to begin 1 year after issuance 
of each loan, to be split between highway and general funds. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Have you completed your 
statement ? 

Mr. Retuiy. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, 
gentlemen ? 

Representative Atten of California. I will say at the outset that 
a program of this nature is, in my opinion, long overdue. Asa matter 
of giving it support and having in mind my own constituency, I 
have this trouble; I do not have any trouble of pointing out the need 
and how it should be met, so far as physical structure is concerned, 
because in my own area all these things have been done for the locality. 
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But I do have trouble in pointing out why the financing should be dif- 
ferent from the method which those people in California have followed. 
I doubt that your statement has given me the information through 
which I can carry a reasonable presentation back. I almost thought 
up one of my own, but I ann someone here would think it up. 

Mr. Remy. We think that the District of Columbia is different 
than any other state. It is a partnership between the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the local government. 

Because of the use of our facilities we must have that partnership 
relation. Wethink that this financing program of paying the Govern- 
ment interest on the obligations we incur and getting a reasonable 
grant is carrying out the share of the people of this country, and their 
responsibility of running the District of Columbia. We do not think 
that the small population of the District should have all the responsi- 
bility of running it, when so many of the services are rendered ex- 
clusively for the use of the Government itself. We feel that this 
program under this bill is a sound one. We feel that we are paying 
interest at the average cost of money to the Government, and we feel 
that the grants you make are a fair share of your responsibility in 
this picture, and I see a vast difference between this and a Govern- 
ment grant that may be made in another section of the country. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Because I want to be able io 
meet this argument, not particularly at home, but with the rest of 
the people who look to me from the California delegation for an ex- 
planation of some of these things, I understand the situation with 
regard to the building of schools, which, in California, have tradi- 
tionally been an outlay by whatever group was concerned for the 
-apital outlay involved, whether it would be the city of San Francisco, 
with three-fourths of a million people, or whether it would be a town 
in the country with possibly 200 people. Why should it be that in 
those areas the apital outlay for schools should be supported without 
Federal grant, without allocations from the Federal Government at 
less than the average bond rate and in the Federal City they should 
have the system which is proposed ? 

Mr. Remy. Because your Federal Government is headquartered 
here, the employees in the Federal Government, make use of the school 
system, the school system produces no revenue and there is a definite 
outlay of revenue. We are paying 92 percent of the bill now. 

Representative Auten of California. In the procedure in the com- 
munities of California, the people who use the schools are employed in 
institutions which they do not own, they live in residences which 
they own and pay real-estate taxes on, or they rent residences, the 
owners of which pay the real-estate taxes, which support the schools; 
and so far as I can see that is exactly what has happened to me 
for the last 7 years in Washington. 

Mr. Rey. Our people pay the real-estate taxes also, but the tre- 
mendous burden placed on us by the far-flung activities of Govern- 
ment right here have placed a drain on us that should be the respon- 
sibility of Congress to accept a part of it. 

Representative Atien of California. I will go a step further with 
you. In the city of Alameda, which is just 200 or 300 feet away from 
my district, the Federal Government owns 52 percent of the real estate 
area in the city. 
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The Navy air station supplies copious children for the public schools, 
and no tax revenue to support it. Where is the difference between that 


: community and this one 
t % Mr. Rettty. Because of the increase in the Government services. I 
’ don’t know what the Government services are which are 1 required i in 
, Alameda, but it seems to me you have a greater responsibility here 
; * in the District, right at the scene of the Governme nt than you would 
3 have at any particul: iv military installation throughout the country. 
Representative A.LeEN of California. Percentagewise, so far as the 
records are concerned, and I am confining myself to the schools, I see 
no difference at all in that the people who come to work for the F ederal 


Government bring their children with them and put their children in 
schools. The Government owns the property where they work, and 
a good part of the property where they live, though there is some 
payment in lieu of taxes, but in the property where there is no tax 
revenue and this load is cast upon the schools, and they are complain- 
ing about it rather bitterly, and the supervisor took the trouble just 
before our delegation left from home to call us in to say, “We are fur- 
nishing all the supplies and service to the Federal Government. We 
want a payment from the Federal Government in lieu of taxes.” 





; Mr. Rettiy. We do not ask that fer the schools, but for the overall 
3 operation of the District of Columbia, of which the school is a part. 
© 1 could say, if we came and asked you for a separate contribution to 
> support the schools, that is one thing, but what I want to point out is 


that we are paying 92 percent of the overall bill for operating the 
District and the Federal Government is paying 8 percent, and we do 
not think it is a reasonable partnership. We think that there should be 
a better break between the two. 

Representative Auten of California. Very frankly, I will repeat 
; that, but I do not think I will sell the idea. 
, Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Does not Alameda get some 
aid in their Federal school building program ? 

Representative Atten of California. No. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. Every city in the United States 
is getting money from the F ederal Government. 

Representative Auten of California. I will not say they have not 
asked for it. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. May I supplement what you are 
talking about? I do not think T should leave the subject on the ques- 
tion of the difference between Washington and other cities without 
directing attention to this matter which is controlling largely in the 
matter of revenue for school purposes. Every normal city in the 
country is supported very largely by the large amount of industrial 
and business property which does not require the services that educa- 
tion and so forth does. 

On the other hand, Washington, as a part of the growth of the 
capital, the Government, and ‘the city, all through the years have 
discouraged business and m: wnufacturing and those things, which are 
the backbone of your revenue. That is true, is it not? 

Mr. Rettiy. That is perfectly true. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Is that not largely the situation 
in which we find ourselves? 
Mr. Retuy. Yes, sir. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Jo you have any questions, 
Mr. Talle? 

Representative Tarte. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We appreciate your being 
here, Mr. Reilly. 

I will call a rn list of witnesses. Those who are not here, we will 
be happy to give them permission to insert their statements in the 
record. Of course, nothing is intended on the relative importance of 
the witnesses us they are called. They are all important witnesses, as 
are all of the other witnesses. 

The next witness on my list is Mr. Robert V. Fleming, chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Finance of the Citizens Advisory Committee on 


Public Works. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT V. FLEMING, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON FINANCE OF THE CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC 
WORKS 


Mr. Fiemina. Before I wrote this very brief statement which I 
have, because I recognize the pressure of time and the number of wit- 
nesses, Mr. Reilly touched on the question of the per capita Federal 
grants in the District of Columbia as compared with 13 States that 
are smaller in population than the District of Columbia, and I have 
a copy of that here that probably would be of interest to the committee. 

It also shows the revenues collected by the Federal Government, the 
largest amount being from the District of Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We had that yesterday in the 
testimony of the District. There was some disagreement as to what 
these things showed, and I do not know what we will finally resolve. 

Mr. FLemine. We believe those are substantially correct. I might 
say there is one phase that practically every city of any size gets, not 
only aid from the Federal Government, but it gets aid from the State 
government, which does not exist here. So I just mentioned that as 
additional. 

I am appearing in support of the bill, H. R. 7389, entitled “District 
of Columbia Public Works Act of 1954.” 

Gentlemen, on March 24, 1952, the Citizens Advisory Committee on 
Public Works for the District of Columbia was appointed by the 
Commissioners for the purpose of reviewing a municipal construction 
program for the District of Columbia with a view to preserving the 
economic stability of the city, and to recommend a sound financing 
plan for the progressive execution of any program recommended. 

This formidable task was undertaken by public-spirited citizens 
who were aware of the seriousness of a situation which was rapidly 
emerging from a combination of factors that prevented the District 
from building capital outlay improvements to keep pace with a rising 
demand for some costly municipal services. These factors which 
threaten the city’s fiscal structure have been pointed out by District 
officials during the past 2 days. As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Finance for the Citizens Advisory Committee on Public Works, I 
had occasion to examine closely the circumstances surrounding the 
fiscal problems facing the District, and the conclusions of my subcom- 
mittee are almost identical with those arrived at by the Commis- 
sioners and their staff. 
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It has been shown that we intend to help ourselves by paying for 
our share of the program through increased taxes but, gentlemen, we 
cannot finance the pres alone. Much of the burden is directly 


attributable to the fact that this is the Nation’s Capital, and we need 
help from the Federal Government which occupies, tax free, 42.8 per- 
cent of the District’s land area. 

Unlike other cities, the District cannot extend its taxing jurisdiction 
by annexing the prosperous suburbs which have sprung up in adja- 
cent areas. Yet the District must furnish expensive facilities to pro- 
vide for a huge daytime population which converges upon its central 
area in the morning and uses it to earn a living, but not for living. As 
Mr. Colean so aptly observes in his monograph Renewing Our 
Cities, I quote : 

Commuters have avoided contributing to the support of central cities. They 
choose to spend their hours and dollars in order to live at distances remote from 
where they work. 

And there is no solution to this problem as far as Washington is 
concerned because of the rigidity of our statutory city limits. As 
matters now stand, there is no way in which suburbanites can be made 
to share in the cost of maintaining the city that serves them. The 
few taxes they may pay on incidentals purchased during their 8-hour 
stay certainly are far from being proportionate to the cost of rem- 
edying the traffic congestion which they generate, to mention but one 
of the difficulties besetting the District. 

I might digress from that statement for a minute to give you a few 
figures as to what happened to some of the cities of around 1 million 
population. 

The figures are for 1940 and 1950, and they were obtained from the 
American Municipal Association, which is a statistical organization, 
and I think the figures are accurate. 

The figures show that between 1940 and 1950 in Baltimore, Md., the 
whole surrounding area rose from 1,083,000 to 1,337,000, or an increase 
of 23.5 percent. 

Baltimore City, in the central part of the city, rose from 859,000 to 
949,000, or 10.5 percent. 

Outside the central city, the increase was from 224,000 to 387,000, or 
72.9 percent. 

Now, I could give you Buffalo, N. Y., where it shows that outside, 
the gain was 33.1 percent. 

Cleveland, Ohio, outside the city the gain was 41.6 percent. 

In Minneapolis it was 76.2 percent, 

In St. Louis it was 33.8 percent. 

But in the city of Washington the acceleration to the surburban 
areas is higher than any of these cities I have quoted from. For 
instance, in 1940 the population of Washington itself was 663,000. It 
is now 802,000. That is a gain of 21 percent. 

I imagine that there may be some decline somewhat on account of 
the reduction in force of Government employees. 

Outside the central city, which is beyond our ability to reach or to 
take in, and I have no criticism of the situation except it is a factual 
situation, the population in 1940 outside the central city or within the 
District of Columbia, defined by the statutory limits, was 304,000. 
It is, in 1950, a total of 661,000. That was an increase in those areas 
of 117.1 percent. I am sure that that trend, if it continues, our city 
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is going to dry us, so we have got to strengthen the city proper and 
make it attractive. 

It is essential, therefore, that the outward movement of people and 
business be arrested and reversed, if the economic stability of the Dis- 
trict is to be preserved and an adequate tax base protected. Our citi- 
zens are in general agreement that there must be a physical renewal 
in many spheres of municipal activity. 

The city must be revitalized and made into a more attractive place 
in which to live, if it is to compete successfully with the suburbs and 
their many attractions. We must provide more schools, more high- 
ways, better opportunities for a secure and pleasant urban living, 
otherwise our economic potential will be lost irrevocably. 

I have a firm conviction that Congress and the Nation at large will 
continue to have a deep and abiding interest in this historic city which 
is a symbol of our American way. Since the District of Columbia 
was founded as the seat of the Federal Government and is the Capital 
of this great Nation, it should be maintained in a manner commensur- 
ate with the dignity of our Nation in the affairs of the world. Those 
of us who reside here consider it a patriotic duty to endeavor by all 
means at our command to see that this city is properly maintained for 
the benefit of all Americans and not allowed to decay through obsoles- 
cence and inadequate facilities. We can see no other way to accom- 
plish this except by prompt execution of the public works program 
which has been laid before you by the Commissioners. 

Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Fleming. 
Are there any questions, Mr. Allen? 

Representative Atten of California. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle? 

Representative Tatie. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Fleming. 

The next witness is Mr. William E. Leahy, chairman of the Citizens 
Advisory Council for the District of Columbia. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. LEAHY, CHAIRMAN, CITIZENS 
ADVISORY COUNCIL FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Leany. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am the chairman of 
the Citizens Advisory Council for the District of Columbia, and I 
appear for and on behalf of the council to register and record the 
approval of the council to this proposed program, and express the 
hope of the members of the council that it will be approved by your 
committee. 

You have already heard everything that can be said in the way of 
information in regard to conditions prevailing in our capital at this 
time. 

When this matter was presented to us by the Commissioners with 
a request that we give attention to these proposed measures which had 
been approved by the Board of Commissioners, we frankly were very 
much disturbed because we had packaged for us the general conditions 


ae ee 





















































417 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 









d existing here in Washington and its necessities which were now pre- 
yared for the first time, for citizens in the District of Columbia. We 
d ; ace we had been doing our share in the way of contribution to the 
= 4 maintenance and development of our city but we never knew just 
- 4 what the necessity was to keep the city going. We knew it could not 
J © standstill. A city cannot stand still. It has either got to go forward 
or it will wear out, and, as I say, the Council had presented to it the 
@ 4 pressing necessities which, as has been said here by several witnesses, 
1 q place us at the crossroads. 
c We tried to look at it as an integrated picture. We did not pick out 
, : a school or a hospital or a highway or a bridge somewhere. We tried 
to take as an integrated picture all this situation in the Capital of the 
l Nation and what was required. 
1 We realize today there is only one Appian Way and that leads to 
u Washington. Therefore we think Washington is distinct. It is 
] alone. Jt is unique. We took up in our consideration particularly 
. that which the Congressman from Virginia has just suggested, the 
4 fact that there is so much of our total, potential real estate which 
l might be the subject of taxation, which is removed from the tax rolls 
, because it is already taken up with public structures, or with churches 
b or schools. We have also many colleges and universities. All of this 
. land is not taxable. We related that as best we could to the fact that 
' there is no way of solving another problem, the flux of population to 


the suburbs. We are caught in the center of a municipal area with 
the burden cast upon us to keep that center which is, after all, the 
Capital of the country, going, and we were struck with the sudden 
necessity of finding some way of meeting this changing growth of our 
city ina way which the importance of the city required. 

After long and careful consideration we recommended our approval 
of the plan that the Board of Commissioners had set up. We rec- 
ommended it to them. We want to register it for the council here. 
If I may say a word with regard to the difficulty which I know is con- 
fronting the gentleman from California. I think perhaps if we look 
at it not so much as one focusing responsibility upon the people back 
home in Alameda but as instructing the Congress, if the Federal Gov- 
ernment is utilizing 52 percent or 54 percent of the facilities of Ala- 
4 meda, it ought to contribute. 

: 4 Representative Atten of California. They would be delighted to 
| hear someone say that. 

Mr. Leany. I would be delighted to go out with you some day and do 
the best I can. 

I think you have heard all that is required with reference to infor- 
mation, but I wanted to do this public service for the city of Wash- 
ington. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Fleming said that 42.8 
percent of the area was occupied by Federal buildings. But then we 
havi in addition to that all of these embassies and all the exempt prop- 
erties, the churches and the schools and the District government land 





itself. 
Mr. Leany. Brightwood is practically all exempt, and then all our 
parks, too. 
4 Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other 


questions ¢ 
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Representative Auten of California. What has been your own 
background in Washington in the way of occupation ? 

Mr. Leany. I practice law here and have been here for 44 years. 

I have seen it grow from a little town where we lighted gas with the 
ladder every night at 5 o’clock. 

Representative Aten of California. I was hopeful that I would 
find in you a man who was representative of what I think Washing- 
tonians are in large part, that group that live elsewhere until they find 
themselves moved to Washington and then live here a considerable pe- 
riod of time and who could therefore, on the basis of personal expe- 
rience, estimate whether the individual people of Washington are 
under this proposal, carrying a share of their own housekeeping bur- 
den, and if it were about equal to the people in the other parts of the 
country. 

Mr. Leany. I think we are. My original home was in Massachu- 
setts. I suppose the first public gathering that I can recall ever at- 
tending was a New England town meeting. I remember well what 
the first consideration always was and still is which confronted the 
people then and now, confronts particularly the New England com- 
munities because of economic conditions as we find them. That ques- 
- was the one additional taxation, what is it going to cost to do the 
ob. 
I know that what has been foremost in my mind always is whether 
or not we are expending wisely the dollar that we have to raise by way 
of taxation, because that is the only way we can get it, whether that is 
being spent properly and whether everybody is paying his fair share. 

I think the taxpayer here, and the real-estate owner, and I am one, 
is doing his fair share and is ready and willing to do it. I think the 
people here have a pride in Washington, and this is another thing to 
consider. Everything in Washington must be the best. It ought to 
be. Weare the Capital of the Nation. We must have the finest paved 
streets. We must have the widest streets. The city was conceived 
and planned asa capital. It was not conceived and planned as just a 
city. Ido think we are paying and are ready to pay our share of any 
burden that is put on us, the citizenry here in the District. We have 
always done it. 

I would like to put a little word in here with respect to what we did 
in selective service. I have been in this since 1943. We were always 
right up on top. There were three places in selective service fighting 
for the first spot. They were, strangely enough, New York City, the 
State of Rhode Island, and Washington, D.C. We have never flunked 
on any job. I donot think we will now. You can depend on us. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Leahy. 

We will now hear from Mr. Charles H. Tompkins, past president of 
the Washington Building Congress. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. TOMPKINS, PAST PRESIDENT, 
WASHINGTON BUILDING CONGRESS 


Mr. Tomrpxtns. Few legislative proposals affecting the District of 
Columbia have had the thorough consideration that has been given 
to the 10-year public works program now being examined by this 
committee. The evidence is now convincing that the city of Wash- 
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ington has outgrown its physical plant. The growth of the city in 
the last several decades has been phenomenal. Preoccupied with de- 
fense and war we have either been unable or failed to renovate and 
expand the facilities necessary for adequate municipal services. We 
have now reached the point where it would be false economy not to 
make substantial capital investments in expanded public works. I 
and other members of the Washington Building Congress have served 
on the several committees appointed by the District of Columbia Com- 
missioners to study and review the works program. Having worked 
with other representative citizens on this subject, we are therefore 
familiar with the needs and the proposed corrective program. We 
consider it sound. 

The demands on the water and sanitary sewer systems are greater 
than their present capacity. The lack of bridges and improved high- 
ways produces increasing traflic congestion. The proposed construc- 
tion in these fields adds up to more than half of the contemplated pro- 
gram. This group of projects is self-liquidating in that they will 
produce in the 10-year period sufficient revenues to repay the cost of 
building them or to finance that part of their cost which may be de- 
ferred through loans. And they wili be serviceable for many years 
after construction costs have been fully met. ar 

The remainder of the 10-year program is less than one-half of the 
whole list. It consists of schools, hospitals, fire, recreation, and police 
facilities and of storm-water sewers. The cost of this group must be 
met by local taxes and Federal grants. The local taxpayer will carry 
two-thirds of the load and the Federal Treasury approximately one- 
third. Since Washington is the city of all the people and the Capital 
of our country, this division of cost seems to be a fair one, in which 
neither the local nor the Federal taxpayer will profit at the expense 
of the other. 

The size of the whole program is considerable. Viewed, however, 
over the 10-year period it amounts to $30 million a year. When it is 
further realized that the program will supply what we failed to build 
in the last 20 years, as well as meet the increasing needs of the next 
10, the cost is only $10 million a year over the 30-year period. Such a 
perspective reduces the size of the program to its true proportion. 

I am glad for myself and for the Washington Building Congress for 
which I speak to give to this program of public works the unqualified 
support which it deserves. The business community of Washington 
as represented by the able committee which has sponsored the program 
and the Commissioners and their official associates have, all together, 
rendered a devoted service and have produced a sound proposal. I 
trust that it will commend itself to this committee and to the Congress, 
Its early aproval would be in the public interest. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Tompkins. 

Are there any questions? 

Representative Aten of California. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle? 

Representative TaLter. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith? 

Representative SmitH of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I appreciate your fine state- 
ment. I appreciate this problem, and I am not saying this critically 
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of anyone, because I am just as much to blame as anyone else, that 
for more than 14 years that I have been here, that we have too long 
deferred the overall program that is before us in a package. It is 
quite a large one. We should have started on this a long time ago, 
building the schools and the highways and the various needs of the 
community. We have reached the point where we strongly have need 
for them. 

The note comes due, and we suddenly have to meet it. 

Thank you, Mr. Tompkins. 

We will now hear from Mr. Robert C. Baker, the president of the 
District of Columbia Bankers Association. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. BAKER, PRESIDENT, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA BANKERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Baker. As president of the association, I just want to make 
a statement that at our last meeting in June of last year we went on 
record unanimously as favoring the program as set up. 

As you may know, many bankers have been interested in the pro- 
gram and have done a great deal of work on it, and I think I can state 
that without exception, all the bankers in the community are for it, 
and what is good for the people of the District is good for the banks, 
because we are limited to the geographical area of the District of 
Columbia. 

Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Representative Atten of California. No questions. 

Representative Tattx. No questions. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We will now hear from Mr. 
Frank Smith, the chief editorial writer of the Washington Times- 


Herald. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK SMITH, CHIEF EDITORIAL WRITER, 
WASHINGTON TIMES-HERALD 


Mr. SmirH. I came here to emphasize the fact that the Times- 
Herald has consistently supported this program from the time it was 
first conceived, and in doing so we have published a number of edi- 
torials and I have selected two as typical that I would like to offer 
here for exhibits, or for the record. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. They may be submitted 
either for the record, or as exhibits, as the committee may feel that it 
would be most appropriate. 

(Editorials, Washington Times-Herald, are as follows:) 


{From the Washington Times-Herald, November 11, 1953] 


PAYING FOR PusLic WorKs 


The Budget Bureau’s recommendation to increase the Federal Government’s 
payment toward running the Nation’s Capital to $20 million a year is the one 
step that will save the $300 million public works program needed in the city. 

Unless Congress agrees to the increase the program cannot be carried out 
because Washington’s businessmen and homeowners could not sustain the tax 
burden that would be necessary to meet the cost if the Federal Government does 
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not make a substantial move to fulfill its financial responsibility to the com- 
munity. 

For decades the Federal Government has shirked this responsibility put on a 
50-50 basis when the Capital was first set up here. Gradually the various Con- 
cresses have whittled down the Federal payment until it now amounts to less 
than 10 percent of the city’s annual expenses, 

Almost half of the land and the buildings in the capital are nontaxable. The 
Federal Government owns more than 42 percent of the area. Other portions are 
occupied by foreign embassies, legations, etc., charitable and educational insti- 
tutions all nontaxable. As a result the city’s revenue over the last two decades 
has been insufficient to provide the necessary funds for needed capital 
improvements. 

During these years the District government has furnished the Federal Gov- 
ernment all municipal services and received only a token payment in return, 
For instance, in the last few years, the Federal Government has been earmark- 
ing $1 million of its payment to meet the cost of the water it uses. It is gratify- 
ing that the Budget Bureau now recommends that the Federal Government pay 
its full bill totaling $2 million. 

The proposed boost in the Federal payment and the water charge, however, 
cannot be taken as a lavish giveaway. Several Members of Congress recently 
estimated that a fair division of the city’s expenses would call for a payment of 
from $25 million to $35 million annually by the Federal Government which 
would still be far below the original 50—50 split. 

The Budget Bureau also recommends that along with the Federal increase 
District taxes must be raised to produce an additional $4.5 million annually and 
the District must pay interest on a Government loan to finish the program. 

There is considerable difference between this plan and the original one calling 
for a tax-free loan and an outright grant from the Federal Government, but it 
is a big improvement over the manner in which the Federal Government has 
acted toward the Nation’s Capital in the past. 

The people living in the District have always paid their share of the cost of 
running the city. Taxes have constantly increased. Therefore, the Budget 
Bureau’s suggestion that an effort be made to have the Federal Government 
shoulder a fair portion of its responsibilities is welcome. 


[From the Washington Times-Herald, January 16, 1954] 
District Tax PrRosLEMS 


The District Commissioners’ refusal to change their tax proposals for the 
public works program until Congress looks them over shows an admirable 
display of backbone that has been lacking at the District building for many a 
year. 

The biggest problem Congress usually faces in acting upon District affairs is 
that so many divergent views are expressed by officials and citizen spokesmen 
that it is hard put to know just what the District residents want. Over a period 
of years this situation has developed a feeling on Capitol Hill that the com- 
missioner form of government is a wishy-washy thing because it never seemed 
to be strongly committed to any uniform program. Under these circumstances 
it has been almost a miracle that any legislation at all has been adopted on 
some subjects. 

The public works program is a different matter. Everyone agrees that the 
improvements are needed. Fortunately for the District, the Budget Burewu 
and the President agree that the Federal Government should provide a sub- 
Stantial part of the funds needed for the construction. 

The approval of more Federal funds, however, is tied up with the proposal 
to increase District taxes. The Commissioners first proposed to meet the Dis- 
trict’s share by increasing charges on water and sewers. To this has been 
added increases in tax rates on miscellaneous revenue sources estimated to 
bring in an additional $4.5 million. 

The Commissioners were forced to recommend such increases before the 
Budget Bureau would O. K. a higher Federal payment. 

They decided that the taxes on real estate, income and personal property 
should not be increased. Real estate and income are now furnishing more than 
their share of tax revenue and the personal property tax is so unfair and hard 
to collect that there is now pending a recommendation to repeal it. 
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Therefore, the Commissioners picked out insurance and cigaret taxes among 
others for an increase. The insurance and cigaret people, as was to be expected, 
immediately protested. If the Commissioners had dropped the proposals to in- 
crease taxes on insurance and cigarets, they would have had to select another 
source of revenue with resultant howls from the new interests involved. 

Perhaps there are better ways to raise the additional taxes. It may be that 
the proposed increase of taxes on insurance and cigarets will work undue hard- 
ship. However, we do not believe the Commissioners arrived at their decision 
lightly or capriciously but that they explored the full field of revenue sourcessand 
have ample reason for making their recommendations. le 

Under the circumstances, we believe, they made a good decision not to change 
their views. After all their decisions are not final. They cannot set tax rates. 
They can only make recommendations to Congress which has the final authority. 

The Commissioners have given the congressional committees something con- 
crete to work on. Any differences with their views can be fully thrashed out on 
Capitol Hill. 

The big goal is to gain approval of Congress for the much needed capital im- 
provement program. The details can be worked out in committee. 

Mr. Smiru. Also, during the summer the Times-Herald ran a series 
of 15 articles explaining each one of the proposed subsections of the 
program, with illustrations, and for the purpose of furnishing de- 
tailed information to those who were interested, we reprinted this 
series of articles in this brochure. 

I think that many of you have seen copies of this. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota, Some of those were probably 
printed while the Members of Congress were away. It would be 
very helpful and it may be received and made a part of the record, 
or as an exhibit. 

Mr. Smrrn. Thank you, sir; I will leave those for you. 

(Fifteen articles from Washington Times-Herald are herewith 
inserted. ) 

Mr. Smirn. I do not think there is anything I can add to the situa- 
tion, as the previous witnesses have covered all the information; ex- 
cept to emphasize our wholehearted support of the program and of 
the financing. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Smith. Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

Representative Auten of California. Where have you had your 
newspaper experience, Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Srru. In Washington and in Maryland. 

Representative Aten of California. Just in this general area? 

Mr. Smirn. I began my newspaper experience in the western part 
of Maryland and then in Baltimore and then in Washington. 

Representative Auten of California. I would be interested in your 
opinion as to whether from what you have noticed of the peruse 
around Washington, particularly those who have come into Wash- 
ington in the last 10 years or so, as to whether they have an opinion 
as to whether costs in their former homes are greater or less than 
in Washington, so far as taxes are concerned. 

Mr. Smrru. I think they believe that the costs in Washington are 
higher than in Maryland. 

Representative Aruen of California. I will grant that, but how 
about the tax burden? 

Mr. Smiru. The tax burden is comparable, I think. I have had no 
expression of the fact mentioned to me that they got more for their 
taxes back home or that they were taxed higher. 
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Action taken by Congress during 1954 will determine whether Washington is to be 
slowly but inevitably strangled by its own traffic and population problems—or whether 
it can go on to become a finer and greater Nation's Capital. 


The program set forth here is a program of public works “for a greater Washington” — 


designed to save our town from deterioration. In its revised form, the program calls for 
an estimated expenditure of approximately $300,000,000 to be spread over a period of 
10 years. The broad outlines of this program have been endorsed by the District Commis 
sioners, the Federal Bureau of the Budget and the chairmen of the House and Senate Dis- 
trict committees. Legislation implementing the program has been introduced in Congress. 


The Times-Herald in a series of 15 articles examined every phase of this civic face- 
lifting job, covering the need for schools, water mains, hospitals, highways, bridges, 
sewers and housing. The articles and pictures have been reprinted here as a public service 
to acquaint the citizens of Washington—and the Congress—with the Capital's critical 
problems of growth and development. The series, we believe, offers dramatic evidence 
that the year 1954 is the year of decision if our city is to become a “greater Washington.” 


aeece Pectrict at | columbia aovernment oF 


RE and civic leaders have given the Times-Herald unstinting 


praise 


Members of C 
for its 15-art 


which appear uring July and August 


ner. DE W Ss HYDE. OF MAKYLAND 


ember of th House Distric Committee 


Timnes- 4 


w 


DISTRICT COMMISSIONER SAMUEL 
CER i think ¥ ave done 
‘ onst 

Was 


| whe 


BRIG. GEN. LOUIS W. PRENTISS. en 
' ' f the District of Cok 
ne »D im pointing 
hospitals 


4 water mains to ke 


ADDISON, JR.. chairma 
mmittee which drafted 
am for greater Washin 


he Securtty Gank he 


EILLY. president 
and chairman 
Public Works wh 

apprevai for 


oe 


JOSEPH ¢ RAGHY, Washingt 


litical le hatrman of the 


naugur 


53. Here are some typical 


~ 


gress, District of Columbia government officials and civic leaders have given the 


nes explaiming the need for the multi-million -dollar program of public work 


omments 


ROBERT V. FLEMING. presice ot Riees Na 
nal Genk and firs hairman 
tizene” Advivery Council 
s of Washnigton appre 
~e-Heraid to 
' a public ‘ KS 
progran : npers 
7 nation wT 


ay 


RICHARD FP. DUNN. president 
ckel and Co 
mmittee The 

« Vike the 


sm £0 the 


and memb 


OnN B. DUNCAN 
feration of Civic Asso 
order of Deeds 


Times-Heral@ 
by D Cc 
‘All Americ 


Competi 





Ongress, District o 


clumbia government of 


red during July and August 1953. Here are some typical comments 


TT S&S. HYDE. OF MARYLAND 
he House District Committee 
Herald series) i a very, very 
ort to bring the needs of Wash- 
attention of the public and 


OMMISSIONER SAMUEL SPEN 
you have done « wonderful 
uctive plece of 
ton 


ob 
work. The series 
residents « clearer 
the public works program is all 


much 


LOUIS W. PRENTISS. engineer 
of the District of Columbia 
fine job” in pointing 

ye schools, hospitals, highways 
and water mains te keep Wash- 


out the 


ADDISON, JR.. chairman 


the 
greater Washington 
Security 


of the 


ttee which drafted public 


m “for and 


he 


Bank here The 


‘S performed) a real civik ery 


per can be proud of 


BILLY, 


xk and 


president of the Second 
chairman of the Ci‘itens 
Public Works which js s« 


approval for the pre ire 


king 
The 
s to be commended 


for the great 


ut Into its portrayal 


The 


tae need 


works prograrr hundreds 


space devoted to explaining the 


suman terms, and the excelien 


iNustrations, have made everyone 


ware of the real problems with 


vy & copin 


McGARRAGHY, 


eader and chairman of the Blsen- 


Washington civic 


yal committee I think the pub 


ram is something that has to 


tickly as possible. The Interest in 


by the Times-Herald, ought to go 


bring about public awareness of 


needs. The series was a great job 


Ho the aerial photografs which 


*bliem sO obvious 


Robert R. Met 


Publisher 
s 


Colone 
Editor and : 
(317 H Street. * 
Washington, D.¢ 


muck 
Dear © olone! M Cor 
The Commiss 
m for the 
appre-tatio" 
na Assistant Adverts 
Herald, i ganection wit 
ao aAll-Americe Cities 
the National Ms 
ely articles on « 
4int 


anicrpal L 
tir 
which appe*re 
should convince © 


ron's elagibslity 
enteliigest citiaen actos 


his 
which wil! rc . 
before the Nations® ™* 
mond, November #-li, 
{ think that the Distric 
recognitios fo 
siderably enhance 
editorial treatment 3™ 


ormck 
mes-Here 


oners #ou 
fine exbibit pre 
sing Manase* 
bh Washingt 


awer 


he District 
be Times Hera 


he Nominations 


for an aware 


¥ understanding 
be invited to present 
onfe rence 
1953, 
ct's chanc 
7 civic effort 
4 by the Times 
4 news & 


ROBERT V. FLEMING, president of Ricgs Na- 
tional Bank and first chairman of the D. € 
Citizens’ Advisory Council etti- 

1s of _Washnigton appreciate the efforts of the 
Heraid explain tm 
posed public works prog 

program is imperative, if 
he nation 


T am sure all 


nes to human terms the 


need 
capttal « 


to 


The 
tne 
be allowed 


am for 
ity 
not 


to co into 


RICHARD 
inckel and 
ommittee 


P. DUNN, president of Julius Gar- 
Co., and member of the Addison 
The dill needs more backing. m 
like the Times-Herald’s to 
tion to the people 


ore 
the 


neces- 


cles explain 


to show them how 


JOHN B. DUNCAN, former president of the 
Federation of Civic Associations and mow D. ( 
Recorder of Deeds it will 


ipport 


only be thru that 
for & program meeting the 1 
that 


anything 


eeds 


we willl ever be eble to ac- 


ours Was & valuable 


THORNTON W 


and 


OWEN 
of 


enjoyed the 


real estate auctioneer 
the Washington Board 
Times-Heraid 
ne. ! 


service and that they 


former 
of Trade I 


president 


articles 


ind them interest believe they pro 


A public were aided 


© photografs 


THOMAS 4. GROOM, another 
Addison Committee and 
of and 


of the 
the Bank 
series 


member 
president 
Savings This 


contribution if 


of 
Commerce 


tiles has been an important 


the very necessary and difficult task of [ ¥ 


rming the 


rT, 
: 


public about essential community 


© articles were ery interesting. The 


ead most * the ement information 


and en) 


tal 
we nat 


The 
were 


too detailed for ensy ryable 


tading bustratt which 
The 


constructive 


ns accem panied 
hem most ffective 


series demor 


strated again the 


mity 


interest 1 this 


ora whic has veen 


Times-Herald 


demonstrated 5s 


many times by the 


BRUCE 
Savings 


BAIRD 
and Trust 


president of 


Ce 


the 
Tin 
keep 


National 


The es-Herald 
articles have done a deal to nterest 


problem. By s 


ress their 


rge 


4 like te ©=P 
. Mr. Oe 


rimes 


ared by 
for the 
for 


ominatiot 


i, sponse red by 

sk Magesine 
program, 

past year, 


4 for 


b work 
juring the 
of Waste 


rposetul 


b 
“Al 


prom ittee 


: of ps 
om the baste of 


¢ cites 


that the selector 
their respective 
m Government at Rich 
be made on Thursday 
ang national 


cases 


will 
es of gain 
sat day have been 
-Heraid's excell 


me ‘ 
ent 


verage 


Sincerely your® 


Oh 


Board of Come 


President 
sutone rs, 


S and civic leaders have given the Times-Herald unstinting praise 
icle series explaining the need for the multi-million-dollar program of public works “for a greater Washington 


DR. J. BOSE VEAL, physician 
president of the Federation 
clations i think 
fective public service. All the 
get 


and former 


of Citizens Aso 


the series 


represe 
on these matters contri 


interest 


tes 


lic 


MAURY L. NEE. 
Furniture Compaav: 
city 


treasurer 

it 
has & potential that 
and we 


of the Pp. J 
was a good 
beer 
means t& 
progress which are 


Nee 
dea. This 


has not realized 


should use every point 


up 


t avaliable 


those of 


means 


w we 


CHARLES B. DULCAN, SK 
director of The Hecht Co 
>i articles was 


retired managing 
1 (himk the se 
was well 


lex 
very good. It writte 
ear end understandable. The photografs added 
materially the clarity of the 
would difficult 
mat them 


help! 


to articies as 


have been get 


aerial 


the proper 


perspective wit The 


ews were 
particularly 

4. A. B. BROADWATER 
Capital Transit Ceo The 
published by the 


president of the 


orks arti 


& great public ser 


attention t 


whict 


u 


GLENN WATTS, an official of the Comment 


cation Workers Union (CI0) it's « 


while pr : 


people of 


jee bringing e 


Wast 


ington and 


bound to th er the progra 


P. ¥. K. HOWAT. president of the Howat Cx 


rete Co.. Inc : 
pointing up as 
The serial phot 


thre en 


ase 
erall probiem 
h the-spot 
broad in its scope 


PHILIP M. TALBOTT 


Weedward and 


SR senior vice presi 


dent of Lothrop belle 


sorte was 


& Times-Herald series entered 


y D. C. Government in 
| America Cities Award” 


Competition for 1953 


42387 0-5 (Fa 





MPR RR SRM HSL te tai) 


$332 MILLION 
FACE-LIFTING 
HELD D.C. NEED 


Say Strangulation 
Is Alternative 


BY HECTOR McLEAN 


Wasinngton must underzo a 
Multimuillion¢ioiiar [ac eiftin 
operation the threat 
slow but 
@ city 

The face 
fifting job — 
must extend 
into every 
corner of the rE mn 
anon oping A GREATER 
city—into its Vy 
schools. hos WASHINGTON 
pitals, high <P 
ways. bridges. 
sewers and its “a'er mains 

The experts sav the job mus’ 
be done. Otherwise. they have 
@dvised bluntly. the Republic's 
neat of government will start to 
turn into an overgrown slum 


Times-Herald to Show Need 
The need for this vast program 
will be examined in detail by 


to avert 
sure 


strangi 


oe 


Cons 
must 
ions which 


derable constr 


be done to ta 
are 


fter years of use. Ever 


replace 
wearing ¢ 

more 
be nece 


to keep pace 


¥ a growing ation 
The question of how much has 
bee: 


a vear 


popu 
under study for more than 
and the study e 
constantly n a 
struggle to balance economy with 
need 

Stated in ila the 
estimate of 
nounced the other day by Brig 
Gen. Lows W. Prentiss, the Dis 
trict of Columbia 
missioner 

Figure Put at $322 Million 

He put 


rove 


never -encaing 


atest 


was an 


engineer 


the figure at $352 mul- 
an eight-vear pe 

That figure has varied consid 
erably during 
months as one proyect or 
has 


of the 


the last several 
another 
been added to or taken « 
program. It has 
high as $350 million. and 
as $319 million 

Until the general's 
rouncement, it had 
well stabilized at $335 mullion as 
more and More persons agreed on 
details of 
known as the 
gram” 

The program } 
the curiosity of Maj. Gen. Be 
nard L. Robinson, deputy 
of Army engineers—-th 
dier general, and the 
engineer commissione! 

Appailed at the capital's cor 
stant building needs. he had all 
departments of the D. C. gover 
ment turn im lists of what 
struction they thought 


latest 


been fa 


what has come to be 
public wo 


for the nation’s cay 


origir 


Dist 


would 
necessary in the next six or eig 
years. 


Bruce Ban 
tional Savings 


Cay 
F 

Was 

unior 

Brig. Gen 

S.A. ‘Ret 


ala 


t 


Dunn. pr 
cxel and C 
} president 
Power Co 
B. Duican 
director, Hex 
an 


Poto 


Bank of Commerce and S 

P. ¥. K. Howat, 
Howat Concrete C 

Joseph McGarraghy. Wash- 
ineton attorney and chairman of 
the Eisenhower inaugural com- 
mittee 

H. Randolph Maddox, presi- 
dent. Chesapeake and Potomac 
Telephone Co 

Maury L. Nee ASU P. J 
Nee Furniture compan 

Thornton W. Owen. real es 
Siictioneer and forme: 
of the Washington 
‘Trade 

joun A. Re p! 
ond National bank 

John L. C illivan 
Federation of Businessmen’s 
sociations. 

Philip M. Talbott. 
President. Woodward 
throp 

Charles H. Tompkms. pres 
dent. Charles H. Tompkins con 
struction compan 

Dr. J. Ross Veal. physician 
end past president Of the Fede 
ation of Citizens Associations 

Gienn Watts, official 


president, 


presicrnt 


Board 
esident, & 
presid 


senior vice 
and Lo 


rhe [ 
year will 
pay for the building 
be done 
As school and 
wave grown, as salar 
firemen have gone up. the 
government has been 
t a bigger and bigger 
part of ite inc to run the 
institutions it already has 
; nd leas money has 
nvaliable to spend on new 
and this year it 
s out. Next year 


li have to be 


that mus 
hospital staffs 
es for police 


been 


re three basic answers 


from the tax 


‘rsuade Congress to pu 
r forget 


contained 

n m by the 

cor : This for- 

revised in its details from 

time. is the heart of the 

lic works bill the District 

commissioners are preparing to 
send to Congress 

The public works bill would 

take more the taxpayer by 

raising water rates and imposing 

time—a sewer 


from 


: the first 
se! ice cna , 
Avoids Raising 


aising other 


Other Taxes 
taxes 
nds that taxes 
they can be 
individual tax- 
xpaying busi 
the city into 


nist 


creneral 4 


The general const Less 


vers 


School Projects I 


The school 
: tho, al 
started nex 
f the fast- 


west redevelopment 
widering ol radia 

peed up traffi 
Washington 

The water arc 
are designed provice t 
tal with an adequate 
good water until the » 
and to end the le of 
tomac river as a 
sewer~—-to quote at least t 
tors who commented 
the rive 

All these details « 
tation of the prog ; 
greater Washitgton”™ will t n 
lyzed in the Times-Herald se: 


reenkin 


. 


Than Four Years O 





14} 40 


| construction 
general construction” 
covers building to be 
he departments of edu 
elfare. health, police 
ections—eand anything 
covered by the other 
adines 
hool Projects Listed 
hools part of the pro- 
example, lists 56 pro 
completed by 1960. The 
shorvened by elimina. 
it of work to be done 
nl vear, and to be fi 
this year’s budget. 
1001—a junior high pro- 
Fourth street and Mis- 
enue southeast—barely 
place in this year’s 


he demand by the resi 
the area is great, the 
funds did not stretch 
enough to finance it 


100! still remains to be 
>, and probably will be 
ext year. But residents 
t-growing area say that 
00 late to prevent con- 
scholastic distress. 
ghway program. for an- 
mple, will provide such 
s new Potomac river 
nd the proposed “inner 
r-belt loops’ to bypass 
round the downtown 
reeway thru the south- 
velopment area, and the 
of radial avenues to 
traffic into and out of 
on. 
ver and sewer program: 
1ed to provide the capi- 
an adequate supply of 
er until the year 2000 
id the role of the Po- 
er aS a reeking open 
quote at least two sena 
commented recently on 


e details of implemen- 
the program “for a 
ashington” will be ana- 

T Her, ries. 


Less Than Four Years Old---Already Traffic Bottleneck | 





“ ” 0 reone! : . : 
of government will start to ; : one. 1 the. on t a ae to end the role of the Po 
Sain A . , Appailed at the capital's con- harles H. To ; 7 , hat taxes tomac river as @ reeking ope: 
to an overgrown slum stant building needs. he had a} t Ch le . Temon! presi here are as high as they can be SeWer—-t0 quote at least two ser 
a “t ; . , n harles mpkins ¢ ae : mas ; _— 
Times-Heraid to Show Need aot te aoe ne a C. govern. struction compan PRINS COU without driving individual tax- ot bs minented recently 
: u ists : 1 — . ‘ . 
The need for thi: vast program struction they Gite ame - Dr. J. Ross Veal. physician P85¢TS — and taxpaying busi AM these details of 
: t r ht woul a - i aie o tetail im; ¢ 
will be examined in detail by Necessary in the next six or eight end past president of the Feder. "esses -—- out of the city into tation of the te a eme 
- : : a 


ao 


the TumesHerald during the 7e8t® ation of Citizens Associations the Marylanhd and Virginia sub greater Washi:gton will be an. 
n 6 
of this newspaper's staff have foremost permanent citizens ‘CTO ihe Dll a 
i asks for Tre , 5 Problems It does. however. hope 
~-details of the proposed public Francis G. Addison jr.. president Hotel associatior Wa ngton taxpa’ . T lat iems of Washington, the ar 
Washington.” posed largely of businessmen ynnecessary. What or. n to complete the $332 n 
’ a 


Then he turned the lists over Glenn Watts. official of the’ urbs wh yzed im the T 
coming weeks. The full facilities 9 committee of 75 of the eootals Communications Workers union 7, here taxes are lower lyzed im the TimesHerald series 
c uit of 25 of the capital's he also s for out : — series does not propose to 
federa vrants ’ wi Itt {fer a solution to the mult 
Frank E W by saletad ili te federal grants « $109 milli ion to these multipie 
been directed to the job of ex Commitice Headed by Banker mar Wa refi tlw a : 
ve os rton rropertie e1o4 cS ‘ . te ) , ia 
plaining—in words and pictures The committee was headed by Inc. a: a a ne. millic ' sid have 2 open the way to solution 
Pes “a = PSS Ot * ‘paid 1 est a thoro explanation of the 
works program “for a greater of the Security bank. It was com The Addison committee weeded tay mid pat up $160 a ing city 
; project h . es $$ 
u \ kn Saad nillion | : 
The job has been undertaken ali of PS ar oe . as leftvof program 6 E . 
Who ali of face the prospect of : gram, the committee told For budgé¢tary purposes. tt | ng autre opies li 


@s a public service to acquaint neiping pay in taxes for a big : yi ict mmissioners, Was pubiic 


pr 


works 
re Pp 


The other committee members y th the Capital might Water 


the public—and Congwss—with Share of the program ally needed to dispel the Lane the eee” |Of This Series: | 
na _ | 
' 


the Capitals expanding prob 4... . ee 5 , supply a ition 
lems of growth and develop’ — Ployd Akers, president of Akers wee” | LUC aoe Call RE. 7-1234 a 


Stormwater seu 


ment Oldsmobile-Cadillac C ven si } commissioners Highways Ext 235 yr 


: 


STH Ee ee) Ma Matt) ad bes 


OVERCROWDED 
SCHOOLS POSE 
TOP PROBLEM 


Termed ‘Thoroly 
Inadequate’ 


BY FRANK ‘HALPIN 
A few weeks ago, the father 


and mother of two boys, 5 and 
7, sat down in their living room 
in southeast Washington 
family confcr- 

ence. 


They had OR 
just finished 


renaine «Zp GREATER 


story in the athe? 


‘Times - Herald 
which report- WASHINGTON 
éd that th <= ——. 


Simon school at Fourth street 
and Mississippi avenue southeast, 
will probably operate on a half- 
cay schedule this fall to accom- 
modate the neighborhood's ex- 
panding school-age population. 


Thie report was serious 
enough to warrant the long dis 
cussion between Air Force T/Sst 
and Mrs. Steven Kropelnicki, of ew Draper school at Wahler place and Ninth street southeast has not yet been « 
1015 Barnaby Terr. SE. Both pied. but already there is a need for more room, The lines drawn ean: of the toes 
their sons—Steven ir. 7. and str Te represent the y that is now needed. Since the s tion was started se 
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“Jimmy started getting a sort xropeinickis for the moment, is derived from recommenda pelnicki drove he ee Jee pe Draper school, at N 
of phobia about school,” Mrs. of the Capital city’s thoroly In. Made to the District's b if Bolling Ate Force base. Then she . catienn ° Slienitl a 
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so many children there he used and of the thousands of young ted body of citizens. Of the $552 and drove him to Simor P 
to get nervous and excited. bovs and girls who spend long 000.000 total, these citizens sd- Home again, she began 


“He became so upset emotion- hours of school days in grossly vised that more than 10 per cent paring Jimmy for s kindé : 
ten class. which began at pm : » past school year 
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school and put him under a doc olete school building and improving the school sys‘eM. ¢5 simon. brought Steven hor ; + ae i toe 
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took them to school. 
hours later, she drove 
Simon, picked up both 
rs and brought them 
Pinally, at 5 pm., she 
Bolling to pick up her 


is a long driving day for 

wife. The threat of 

schedules next fall for 
vas too much to face. 


henomenal Growth 
is one of two schools 
lor half-day operation in 
i. Nearby Patterson, at 
Capitol and Darrington 
is the other, according 
jate school superinten- 
rl FP. Hansen. Simon and 
on will be the first white 
to operate on a half-day 
in three years. 
two schools have s com- 
pacity of 1.692. Enrol- 
hg the past school year 
nt next fall, a few 
ks away, will be even 


Needed 


The southeast area they 


me 


higher. 
serve is experiencing a phen 
na) population growt! 

“Potentially, this is our worst 
area,” says John M, Riecks, asso 
ciate superintendent in charge 
of buildings and grounds 

All this leads up to a little 
story that more or less typifies 
the “too-little-and-too-late” schoo! 
improvement situation here. It 
also illustrates the continuing 
frustration that school planners 
here have had to bear up under 
for years. 


Housing Shoots ™p 

The story is about the new 
Draper school, at Ninth street 
and Wahler piace southeast, 
which is being built to relieve 
overcrowding at Simon, the Kro- 
pelnickis’ school 

Congress rejected an appropri 
ations item for Draper which had 
been requested in the 1952 Dis- 
trict budget. The item was ap- 
proved for the 1953 supply bil! 
the only school construction ap 
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RECORD LOADS Little Falls: A New Water Hole for a Thirsty Nation’s Capital 


New Projects To 
Boost Capacity 


BY GEORGE J. FLYNN 


Would you like to buy a ton of 
water—fresh, clean and delivered 
to your home? You can, any 
time, in the nation’s capital to- 
day, yet by 
1960 it may be ———, 


consumers. 
You can 
Duy water 
now cheaper 
than dirt, or WASHINGTON 
even air. It aa 
costs less than 4 cents a ton 
And it’s a penny cheaper if you 
make your purchases in the 
large, economical pipefuls. 
Nobody should be without it, 
and few residents are at present. 
They buy it and use it with 
abandon, for Washington's water 
is versatile. 
You can drink it, cook wiih it, 
wash with it. It can hel) you 





but these improvements must 
await appropriations for storm 
sewers 

Topografy of much of Wash 
ington heightens the urgency of 
building more storm sewei 

For generations stream valleys 
here steadily have been overlaid 
with housing. In many of the 
littie valleys there's no natural 
runoff for water, which runs off 
in greater quantities as en- 
croachment spreads 

Existing sewers are carrying 
capacity loads. They're “incap- 
able of caring for the additional 
flows which will reach them in 
the immediate future.” says a 
1952 survey of the system. 

And no provision has been 
made for replacing the sewer 
system as it wears out 

Closely related to the move- 
ment of sanitary sewage and 
storm waters from areas which 
suffer overdoses of both is the 
treatment of sewage before it 
flows into the Potomac 


The river pollution around 
Washington has been called a 
“national disgrace.” 

Completion of programs to add 
secondary treatment facilities at 
the Blue Plains sewage disposa! 


WOMEN’S 


+ CALL WOMEN’S 
BUREAU UNFIT 


Is Inadequate Even 


plant would remove up to 92 per 
cent of ordinary pollution 


City Wresties Problem 
Health and ronserva tion ist 
and recreation authorities press 
for the day the Potomac 
can be restored to a condition 
in which it can be given a clean 
bill of health as a recreation wa 
terway for the nation’s capital 
That day keeps slipping deep- 
er into the future as the District 
of Columbia wresties with the 
handling of incoming and outgo 
ing water 
The capital's water experts are 
ready to move ahead to provide 
clean water as it’s required; to 
control it in its course thru the 
city. and to return. used water 
and waste to the Potomac 
To do so they foresee an in 
crease in the price of water 
Washington's rates are between 
thirty-third and _  thirty-fifth 
among 41 communities in the 
United States 
That 4cent-a-ton 
sity may cost a litth more 
in the years ahead. At 4 cents 
it's a bareain. Even at 5 there 
will be no bargains to match it. 


BULL 


when 


Vital neces- 


The housing of transients, of 


course. is not the primary func- 
tion of the woman's bureau. Its 
heaviest traffic is in the de*en- 
tion of female wrong-doers pend- 
ing court disposition of their 
cases. In this role, too, it is tm 
adequate 

Inadequacy does not exactly 


paint an accurate word picture 
of the woman's bureau. There 





ou Can Fini cook with i 
Wash with it. It can help keep you 
warm in winter and cool in sum- 
mer. It keeps disease away and 
perhaps saves your home and life 
when fire threatens 

Goes Back Inte Stream 

And it’s almost indestructible 
After it has served its purpose, it 
goes back into the stream from 
which it came, carrying with it 
the sweat and waste of a busy 
metropolis. 

The custodians of water for the 
national capital want to keep 
weter serving this role. They've 
written a script that goes to the 
year 2000. 

To fill its role, they point out, 
water demands good housing and 
transportation and constant 
cleaning. And like a wanton boy, 
Water must be thwarted from 
wandering where it isn't wanted 

Bryan Bird, chief of water sup- 
ply operations for the corps of 
engineers, says the Potomac river 
can yield all the water Washing 
ton will need for decades to come 

Control Takes Care 

But taking water from the 
river, purifying it, and getting 
it to the point of need in ad- 
equate quantities involves an 
operation that demands eternal 
vigilance and long-range plan- 
ning. 

Control of water, when it turns 
ripper or killer in rampaging 
outbussts or a dread menace 
when it becomes infected with 
germs, takes just as much care. 

Water's two-sided personality 
asserts itself violently at times, 
to prod those in Washington 
who take its- existence for 
granted. 

On June 27, 1952, the hottest 
day of the summer up to that 
point, a 36-inch water main on 
Canal road burst. The main was 
90-yearold cast iron pipe, not 
unlike much pipe still in use in 
Washington. 

Here's what happened: 

The heart of one of the world’s 
most important cities stood still 
with fear. 

Firemen “prayed.” One smal) 
blaze could have been whipped 
into a holocaust, with only 


handsful of water available to 
avert it. 


At the White House and on 
Capiwol Hill, air conditionins 
stopped. Water taps went dr: 

Hospitals deferred operations 

Newspapers were cripplec by 
the shutdown. 

Meals went uncooked in hoic!s 
and homes. Dirty dishes piled up 
Bathrooms were inoperative. 

Water was dispensed in 
buckets to homes by emergency 
wagons of the fire department. 

The crisis lasted seven hours. 
There was no panic. 


Ordeals of this sort are not 
likely to occur very often, offi- 
cials say, but they admit that in 
the storage. filtering. and dis 
tribution systems “hazards” exist 
which can set off serious trouble. 

Strains on water and sewer- 
age lines built up by the in- 
creased demands of a rising pop- 
ulation which is assuming a 
higher standard of living develop 
slowly—but surely--to the break- 
ing point. 

In 1952 such a strain erupted 
in beautiful Rock Creek park. A 
sewer line burst, spewing its 
contents into the creek. 


Creek Closed to Public 
A favorite haven of the city's 
sweltering thousands was shut 
off in an instant. Picnicking was 
banned in a wide area of the 
park and the creek itself was 
polluted far downstream. 


Broken white line indicates the location of the new Little Falls dam scheduled 


for completion in 1957. It 
load on the Great Palis 


~ a tems 


The tunnel on the left, being 


section. 


Replacing such a sewer line 
takes time. Not until the end of 
1953 will a stretch of park along 
Beach drive between Military 
road and Pinehurst stream be 
reopened to the public. 

As troublesome as such epi 
sodes are, they're not so much a 
cause of concern to the District's 
water and sewer managers as the 
prospect of the city’s failure to 
keep pace with increasing de 
mand for water.” 

They lisewise battle against 
mounting odds to check and 
lower pollution of the Potomac 
a stream that has been called a 
“dirty open sewer.” 

Simultaneously, they must 
carry on a struggle to lay storm 
sewers, to mitigate the damage 
that hits many sections of the 
city after every heavy rain. 

David V. Auld, superintendent 
of sanitary engineering for the 
capital. faces a series of dilemmas 
in coping with the over-all prob 
lems of water supply and sewage 
disposal. 

His programs are based on the 
forecast that Washington will h 
its population saturation poin' 
by 1970, if present zoning laws 
are kept intact. By then, Wash 
ington will have 1,125,000 resi 
dents. 

Water estimates can't be 
based, however, on a simple adai- 
tion formuja. Water consump- 
tion per individual has been ris 


will create a new pool of 
intake, 


situated farther up on 
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Coping with water needs 


the years ahead demands 
ning. “You can't eppropris 
¢ last minute ard get 
trouble in a week Auld 
tions 

By 1960, Washington co: 
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maxing picnic 


on steamy summer o 
On July 17, the cits 
a record 246,000,000 
drawing heavily on the reserve 
supply of filtered water. Of this 
amount, 218,000.000 gallons went 
for District use ae for 
Virginia, and 4.800 000 1 ustom- 
ers of the Washington Si sburban 
Sanitary commission, whose sup 
plies for Prince Georges and 
Montgomery counties ran low 

that day 


ributed 
gaiuons 


Conduits Antiquated 

On July 21. the record was 
oroken again. when consumers 
used . 255,000.000 gallons 

Water fiows to the f 
plant thru two conduits, one of 
them 90 vears old. from Great 
Palis. A major break in one of 
these conduits could disrupt the 
tight filtration 

Engineer Commissioner Pren- 
tiss revealed that these two con- 
duits were taxed to capacity on 
July 17 and 21. They couldn't 
furnish raw water fast enough to 
meet the soaring demand for the 
finished product 

Auxiliary supplies of raw wa- 
ter are drawn from the Potomac 
by a hydroconversion plant near 
the Dalecarlia reservoir. This 
plant is undependable. officials 
admit, but they must maintain it 
for emergencies 

Water piant planning calls for 
& capacity sufficient to meet the 
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grow more grievous as water con- 
sumption spurts upward 

“Generally decrepit,” says sup- 
erintendent Auld of the sewace 
system in the “old city,” south 
of Plorida avenue 

Land Owners Ask Relief 

Here sanitary and storm 

sewers are combined, causing 


of the peak consumption 
pf the year. 


Raw Water Problem 
problem of bringing in 
raw water from the river 
met by construction of a 
jam and pumping station at 
Pails scheduled for com- 







tlle 
Ts Inadequate Even 


For Criminals 


BY EDWARD V. KOTERBA 

Since humankind first found 
voice for its distress, one of its 
cries have led all the others in 
its poignancy. 

This ageold ——; 
appeal was” / 
represented ~, 
Piteously - 
few nights ago 


by a mother 
who founa WVASHINGTON 






herself and 

her baby with no money and 
only the lonely, echoing vastness 
of Union station for shelter. 

It is one of Washington’s an- 
cient tronies that the citizens 
who heeded the mother’s des 
perate cry were those least- 
equipped to comfort the crier. 

Red Brick Building 


From a red brick building at 
1224 Fifth St. NW. which is 
nearly as old as the irony itself 
a Metropolitan policewoman was 
dispatched to help in the only 
way this city has provided. 

The policewoman escorted 
her charges back to the police 
department's woman's bureau, 
hopelessly aware that she was 
offering them quarters which she 
herself was unable to enter with- 
out shame and revulsion 

It is this shame and revulsion 
which provides the emotiona! 
link between the need of a home- 
less woman and the lifeless list 
of figures that makes up the Dis 
trict's proposed $332,000,000 pub 


lic works program for the next 
eight years 
One of these figures is $330.- 


000, the amount required to build 
a roomy and efficient woman's 
bureau on the site of the « 
Terrell school annex, at North 
Capitol and &” streets. 
Inadequacy Admitted 

The inadequacy of the present 
65-year-old building is admitted 
by all: mest bluntly, perhaps by 
the people who have to work in 
it. 





This Series of Articles 


adequate. 

Inadequacy does not exactly 
paint an accurate word picture 
of the woman's bureau. There 
are other things one would have 
to know 

Consider these: 

Pourteen beds jammed shoul- 
der to shoulder in one room. A 
kitchen that once served as a 
stable. A “violence” room where 
three and sometimes four unruly 
alcoholics must be placed to 
gether for the safety of others. 
A dead rat in the wall of Lt. 
Veronica Deviin's office that 
nearly forced suspension of ad- 
ministrative work on the first 
floor recently. 

An interview room, formerly a 
police squad room, where six po- 
licewomen interview incoming 
women standing elbow to elbow. 
Toilet facilities that aren't ade 
quate for one tenth of the in- 
mates 

A tiny second-floor hallway 
where women must be herded 
to undress while their clothing 
is being searched. Steep, winding 
stairways and shaky window 
frames that can be pulled loose. 

Mice and rats that play in the 
rear of the building and some 
times get inside 

All of these squalid circum 
stances combine to describe the 
woman's bureau, where, on week 
ends, aS many as 70 inmates 
have been crowded into open 
rooms and problems of keeping 
order vie with those of sanita- 
tion. 

Amid Ancient Houses 

The structure squats amid an 
cient rowhouses. The street in 
front of it s narrow and affords 
no parking space. The garace 
lomzy ago was converted imto a 
storeroom for files. 

Construction of a new bureau 
has No. 1 priority among the po- 
lice department's requests for 
improvements. Chief Robert V. 
Murray recently shelved plans to 
include nine new precinct houses 
in the public works program in 


the belief that the $1.500,000 
they would cost could best be 
spent on manpower 

But neither Murray nor any 
ther city official has ever enter 
tained a doubt about the need 
for a new woman's bureau 


Proposed is a modern building 
of three stories, 100 feet wide by 
32 deep. It would house 56 per 
sons in individual rooms and 
handle half again as many on 
week ends thru installation of 
double bunks 


Depends an Congress 


Its construction is set tentative. 
ly in the public works program 


[Continued on Next Page! 


h im 1957, 

le funds have been allo 
for this project, the water 
furnish will be useless un- 
n adiacent filtration and 
ation plant can be estab- 
. There's no money in sight 
treatment works. 

arly hanging in the bal- 
a pian to lay a tremen- 
new crosstown main from 
n to Anacostia. This 
insure, says Auld, ad- 
water pressure in most 
by easing the strain on 
mains thru which water 
at maximum capacity. 
top of these needs are re- 
mt requirements, some 
mn. others that can't be 


; about every contingency. 
. has been allowed for 
extensive, : 











































messy back-ups in many down 
town buildings when sudden 
heavy rains overload the sewer 
lines. 

“There's not enough money in 
Fort Knox to. divorce sanitary 
and storm sewers.” but expan- 
sion of runoff lines can ease re 
curring damage to property 
Auld says 

In every section of the city 
property owners cry for relief 
from storm water damage 

A start is being made in the 
Piney branch watershed with 
& million-dollar tunnel project 
under Randolph street and Kan- 
sas avenue. 

Other watersheds need atten- 
tion. 


Storm Sewers Needed 


There's the Barnaby branch 
area in southeast Washington, 
the Watts branch in northeast, 
and the Marshall Heights sec- 
tion im southeast, perhaps the 
knottiest of all the Capital's 
watercontroil situations. 

Por Marshall Heights funds 
are available for sanitary sewers, 
water lines and new highways— 
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Heart of Downtown Washington 
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Representative Auten of California, Have you heard any expres- 
sion which would indicate that the ability to pay taxes of a certain 
amount is greater or less by the people in Washington or the people 
in the several States. 

Mr. Smiru. Well, outside of the Government ROU, I believe 


that the pattern is the same here as it is in any other metropolitan 


area. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Would you expect to find that 
the general level of the great mass of Government employees, which 
I think is found in the clerical staffs, that level of financial return is 

robably on the average lower in Washington than on the average 
in the industrial cities, that is lower paid ? 

Mr. Smrrn. Yes, that is true. 

Representative Auten of California. So the ability of the great 
mass of people here would be somewhat lower than otherwise through- 
out the country, would it not, in the support of high government 


‘expenses. 


Mr. Smrru. That is true. To supplement a point that Mr. Smith 
from Virginia brought up about the fact that Washington is called 
upon by the Federal Government for so many expenses and things of 
that kind, I should like to point out that Washington’s municipal 
construction is directed to such an extent that it must be ornamental 
as well as serviceable, because this is the Nation’s Capital. 

You cannot go out and build a steel bridge and say there it is. You 
have to make it conform to the Government buildings, and that makes 
the construction here much higher than it does in other cities, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any questions, 
Mr. Smith? 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle? 

Representative Tatie. No questions. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
make a statement for the benefit of my fellow bankers who testified 
here this morning, and who know all the answers, 

We started these hearings, and I may say that I think all this com- 
mittee are very much interested in this program, and want to see it. 
put through. We started this hearing with the thought that you 
gentlemen had gotten this thing together, and this was the answer 
to all our troubles, and all our problems. We were going to wind up 
here with the finances of this city on an even keel. 

Yesterday we were shocked to find that it is projected that when 
we get through with all this, instead of being on an even keel, we will 
be $100 million in the hole. That has been a shock to most of us and 
we are wondering how we are going to meet that objection on the floor 
of the House, and we think that some of you financial wizards ought 
to think about this a little more and maybe come up with a better 
answer than we have right now. I say that in all kindness, because 
we are all for you, most of us. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 

We will now hear from Mr. J. R. Wiggins, managing editor of 
the Washington Post. 
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STATEMENT OF J. R. WIGGINS, MANAGING EDITOR, THE 
WASHINGTON POST 


Mr. Wieerns. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is J. R. 
Wiggins, managing editor and vice president of the Washington 

ost. 

The Washington Post has supported this public-works program 
from the beginning. In 1952 we ran a series of articles under the 
subject of Progress or decay ? 

Our publisher and editor, Mr. Philip L. Graham has had a vital 
interest in this and would be here today if business had not compelled 
him to be out of the city. 

We are for this public-works program as businessmen. The insti- 
tution has large interests in downtown Washington, and we are well 
aware that they are going to be adversely affected if the situation of 
the downtown area is permitted to deteriorate. We know that the 
physical plant of the city has not kept pace with the increasing re- 
quirements of the city or kept abreast of the decline due to obsoles- 
cence. So, as businessmen we are compelled to support this program 
in the interests of our institution. 

We are for it as taxpayers, even though we are well aware that 
the increased taxes provided in this program are considerable and 
that they will place upon us and upon other taxpayers a substantially 
increased burden, a burden that would be multiplied in the increased 
costs of goods that we purchase from others, as well as in a direct way. 

We are for it because we are residents of the District of Columbia, 
and there, too, occupy a position as taxpayers. 

For the information and help of the gentleman from California, 
I can say that I have personally lived in Minnesota, New York City, 
and here, and I believe that he will find—and I may say it is a very 
difficult question to answer because of the different bases of assess- 
ment—but I believe he will find that the costs upon the individual 
citizen here are commensurate with cities in like circumstances and 
property of like value. 

In addition, we are for this program as newspapermen, and I 
may say that as newspapermen we are in a peculiarly advantageous 
position to observe the social consequences and deficiencies that have 
been pointed out to you. We see these deficiencies in terms of rising 
rates of juvenile delinquency, increases in crime and these things we 
know are not wholly unrelated to the deficiencies in the physical 
plant of that community and we believe that among the advantages 
that would arise from this plan is the diminution in the amount of 
crime and other costs that spring from the inadequate facilities of 
the community. 

We are for this plan, moreover, as Americans, and I wish to say 
that I think our view has not suffered from “localitis.” We are aware 
of the problem of other communities and aware of the communities 
of the kind that the Congressman from California referred to, but 
I think there is a distinction. The physical properties of the Fed- 
eral Government are intermingled all over the city. 

In many of the cities to which the Federal installations have re- 
cently gone, the Federal Government has initially borne the entire 
expense of large sewerage installations or waterworks or utilities of 
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various kinds. Here, the Government is the user of facilities furn- 
ished by the metropolis itself. There is that distinction. 

Notwithstanding that, it is pertinent to point out that the Federal 
Government has, in many of the communities of the country, imposed 
substantial burdens upon those communities for facilities, particu- 
larly for schools and that it has been of enormous importance to 
these communities to have to assume the responsibility of educating 
the children of personnel brought to these communities. 

The Washington Post has frequently urged, and we have helped to 
organize a group to seek legislation to provide for these communities 
additional funds from the Federal Treasury for the construction of 
some buildings, and for the maintenance of schools for the children 
of employees of the Federal Government brought into communities. 

We think you have a problem there that in one respect is comparable 
to ours, and we have the same claims upon the Federal Government in 
this respect as you have. 

As Americans, I might say further that we are not only interested in 
this problem as taxpayers and residents and businessmen, but as 
citizens of this country we are interested in seeing provided here in 
the District of Columbia a physical environment appropriate for and 
adequate to the needs and requirements of a Government upon which 
the fate of this Nation and the fate, perhaps, of the whole world 
depends. 

pone O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

Are there any questions ? 

Representative ALLEN of California. Yes. You have been very 
helpful. Could you help me on this question, or possibly two ques- 
tions? If we come to the Congress after all these hearings, and 
the evidence shows that the tax burden on the average person in 
Washington on a per capita basis is less than a similar burden on the 
taxpayers of some other place, and for my purposes it would be a 
California city, is there a reason why the average person in Washing- 
ton on a per capita basis should not be required to pay on the same 
basis or load as the average person in the other city / 

Mr. Wiceerns. I think not. I think a case could be made out to say 
that we might be required to pay a little more. I rather suspect we 
do, and we ought to, because I think there is some privilege in living 
in the Capital of the United States, and I think an exhaustive com- 
kare tg if it were made of our taxes, would show that we are not 
earing our fair share, and it would be logical to increase the taxes 
accordingly. 

I think the increase in this bill is substantial, and I think the framers 
of this program have had to try to bear in mind the counterclaims of 
a larger program, weighed against the capacity of the citizen to pay. 

I think on the whole they have come up with a program which is 
a pretty good compromise, and there is no use trying to deny it. It 
isa compromise. The program should be larger in terms of require- 
ment. I think the taxes have been fixed at a point which comes pretty 
close to being economically sound in that if you get them too high you 
will aggravate the program of leaving the community by causing peo- 
ple to leave to escape a higher tax rate. 

I think one point, if I might say parenthetically, that Congressman 
Smith addressed himself to, and that is the 10-year projection of the 
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financial program of this city; while this is not a cheerful, bright and 
optimistic picture, 1 think we ought to bear in mind that budget officers 
in my experience, whether engaged in private or public business are 
professionally pessimistic and ought not to be so, and administrators 
ought to weigh the recommendations with an eye to that obligation 
upon thein. 

But I doubt that any urban community in America, any large 
metropolitan center, could project at this hour over a period of 10 years 
its receipts and expenditures and on a basis of known expenditures and 
anticipated receipts arrive at a neat balance of their local budget. 

I think if we expected to come up with a balanced budget over a 
decade we would be entirely too optimistic as to the capacity of the 
city to support the program. 

Representative Auten of California. I think you got away from 
the original question as to the difference in ability to carry a tax load. 
1 was a little surprised at your answer because it just happened that 
in another investigation I learned that if the rates in certain Federal 
endeavors were based upon tne west coast rates, or rather were based 
on the east coast rates, and the Central States rates in similar occupa- 
tions, that they would be far lower than if based on the west coast rates. 

It has seemed to me in many fields that the great group of people 
who are working in Washington are probably paid quite a bit less 
and therefore are less able to support a tax burden than many areas 
where the industry and business pay a higher weekly or monthly wage. 
I would expect to be able to justify a payment of a per capita tax in 
Washington on a lower basis than in California on that basis, 

But I have not been able to get anyone who knows the facts to say so. 

Mr. Wiearns. I think that is an ascertainable figure, and if there 
is a lack in this area, we can supply the statistics that will support 
the argument and give you the material you wish. 

Sn A.teN of California. To be specific, and I want to 
be able to say so, that when the board of supervisors questions me again 
at home and say “You got behind a program where Washington got 
a $45 million grant for this public works program. Why do you 
not get the same thing for this community, because on the facts that 
gave the basis for it, most of them appertain here.” 

Mr. Wicerns. Perhaps I did not understand your question entirely, 

but I think, and what I meant to convey was that the citizens here in 
my judgment are paying an amount that is commensurate with that 
»aid by citizens in like income groups elsewhere, and when I say 
like income groups elsewhere, it removes the argument as to whether 
they are higher or lower, and when you take them class by class, 
income bracket by income bracket, I bere we pay amounts of taxes 
equal to those of other cities. 

One of the hardships is not only a lack of industry payrolls, but 
the lack of the tax basis that the properties in the industries them- 
selves furnish to the District of Columbia. 

Representative Atten of California. I think you are right, but the 
record so far has given us not the reason for the difference in tax- 

yaying burden, but only that the other cities, several of them are 
hiamer than Washington. In trying to justify a program for taxing 
the Washingtonian less than taxing people in my own area, I have a 
problem. 
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Mr. Wicerns. I believe some studies have been made by the District 
Government that would indicate the relative tax burden of cities here 
e ff and elsewhere. 


s & Your question was addressed to me about personal observation about 
a which I had the information, and I do not have the information, 
a frankly, statistically. 
e Representative Auten of California. I would like the statistics, 
s | but I would appreciate your opinion. 
i & Commissioner Spencer. We have the figures that show the per 
™ capita taxes in the District of Columbia before this program, and 
2 of if it is passed and also for various other cities of comparable size. 
> EF I think there is a sheet in the record on that. I do not think we have 
4 figures that show comparable average incomes for these cities, and 
1 & I don’t know if you can do much with those, but we will certainly 
. try to make an effort to get the figures on the incomes. ‘ 
t Representative Atten of California. In San Francisco the per 
l % capita burden is $170, and in Washington it is $144. Why should we 
| | give $45 million here when the people here are paying roughly $50 


less than the people in San Francisco? I think there is a reason, 
and my point is that it has not been put in the record. 


; ; Mr. WIGGINS. One of the reasons has been stressed by an earlier 
; | witness, and that is that in the areas of these other cities the periphery 
; around would be brought into the corporate limits of the city, and 


when you figure a per capita base you are not including an enormous 
number of people and this alters the per capita burden considerably, 
and then you have a large residence here who are not taxable in the 
city as they are in the other communities. 
, ' If you can give the figures, the census figures in population for 
* San Francisco and the census figure of population of Washington, 
you would distort the burden on the individual taxpayer in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia by the extent to which there are individuals here who 
do not pay local taxes. You have to take the tax roll, and compare 
it with the tax roll in other corporate places. 

Representative ALLEN of Galifornia. You and I agree on that. 
That is what they have not done. 

Commissioner Spencer. You understand that that $144 would place 
us at the median of 12 cities of comparable size. San Francisco hap- 
pens to be one of the few highest in the United States. 

Representative AtLEen of California. I cannot say that I disagree 
with you, but that is a sad fact. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Wiggins. 

4 We will now hear from Mr. Washington I. Cleveland, the secretary 
of the District of Columbia division of the American Automobile 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF WASHINGTON I. CLEVELAND, SECRETARY, DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA DIVISION, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. CiEevetanp. I will be very brief. 

The District of Columbia advisory board of the American Auto- 
mobile Association has considered the public works program as recom- 
mended by the District Commissioners and has voted to give whole- 
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hearted approval to the recommend: ution that enabling legislation be 
enacted by Congress authorizing capital improvements in the amount 
of over $300 million and concurs in the conclusion that these improve- 
ments which include the highway program, are essential to the preser- 
vation of Washington, D. C., as the Nation’s Capital. 

With reference to financing the program the board has adopted the 
following resolution : 

Be it resolved by the District of Columbia advisory board of the American 
Automobile Association: 

That the proceeds from the personal property tax on automobiles in the 

District of Columbia be applied to the highway fund. 
2. That there be a substantial increase in the Federal contribution, part of 


which would be used to compensate for the deficiency created in the general fund 
by the application of the personal property tax on automobiles to the highway 
a eos there be a further 1 cent increase in the gasoline tax of the District of 
Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Cleveland. 
Are there any questions ? 

Representative ALLEN of California. No questions. 

Representative Tatie. No questions. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative Harris. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We will now hear from Col. 
West A. Hamilton, president, Frontiers of America. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WEST A. HAMILTON, PRESIDENT, FRONTIERS 
OF AMERICA 


Colonel Hamizton. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
my name is Hamilton. I am a lifelong resident of the city. I am the 
immediate past president of the local chapter of the Frontiers of 
America, a service organization. 

I want to say that I “believe I reflect the views of my organization in 
saying that they feel that it is imperative that something be done in 
connection with the public works program. Mr. Leahy and Mr. Flem- 
ing have analyzed the financial phases of it, and as a layman I cannot 
discuss it. 

In my humble judgment we should not permit divergencies of opin- 
ions as to the mechanics of this matter to delay or to abort this effort 
which means so much to the District of Columbia. 

I submit, and I am speaking now as a layman and a small layman 
at that, that it seems to me that a municipality or a corporation which 
does a gross business of $140 million to $150 million a year should be 
able to finance itself if it were given the opportunity, and you gentle- 
men of Congress must know that we depend on you absolutely, that 
the citizens of the District of Columbia are absolutely tied hand and 
foot. 

In my way of thinking any city of this size certainly could borrow 
on long-term credit $ 300 million to be amortized out of revenue over 
a long } g per iod of time. 

The National Government is being aot that way. All the muni- 
cipalities are being financed that way, and I see no reason in the world 

> we cannot do it that w ay here. 
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Finally, I believe that the man on the street, the average citizen, 
expects that Congress is going to do something not next week or next 
year, but now, to enable us to get out of this very anomalous situation 
in which we find ourselves. 

Finally I point out that this Federal City, this National Capital, 
is a cooperative effort of the citizens here and of the Nation. We are 
not exactly wards. We are not seeking charity, but we want an oppor- 
tunity to help ourselves, and we do want an opportunity from you 
gentlemen in doing your share in carrying some of this capital to 
an even higher level. Where faith is as much as a mustard seed, you 
can move a mountain. Faith in the ultimate future of this Capital and 
of the Nation. And if we do that, I think that the Congress ought to 
do their bounden duty without any further delay to permit that legis- 
lation to become a law and to assure that appropriations be made avail- 
able so the we can get out of this dilemma in which we find ourselves. 
Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. The committee thanks you 
for your very fine statement, Colonel Hamilton. 

Mr. Wilbur Ellis, the chairman of the public works committee of 
the Federation of Civic Associations, is not here. He may have per- 
mission to file his statement in the record. 

We will now hear from Mr. Clement F. Preller, president of the 
Washington Building and Construction Trades Council, affiliated with 
the American Federation of Labor. 


STATEMENT OF CLEMENT F. PRELLER, PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON 
BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL, A. F. OF L. 


Mr. Prewuer. I would like to read a letter which I wrote to General 
Prentiss in regard to this public works program. 

The Washington Central Labor Union and its affiliates, representing many 
thousands of A. F. of L. trades unionists in Washington, D. C., has endorsed 
the public works program. We have long known the impossibility of a pay- 
as-you-go policy in regard to public works and have so testified before committees 
of the Congress. We have long believed that the contributions of the Federal 
Government toward the District of Columbia budget were completely inadequate. 

We recognize the necessity for the District contributing more money in order 


to impress Congress with the willingness of the citizens of the District of Colum- 
bia to do their part. 


The provisions of the public works program are equitable and fair and will 
go far toward catching up with the great backlog of needed public works. It is 
mandatory that every citizen exert himself to impress the Congress with our 
wholehearted support and need for the program. The Washington Central 
Labor Union and its affiliated local unions stand ready to do all in their power 
to assist in bringing the public works program to reality. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Preller. 

Are there any questions? 

Representative Aten of California. Do you know whether the 
general levels of wages prevailing in the various areas of the country or 
the crafts with which you are familiar, particularly in San Francisco, 
Boston, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, Buffalo, and New Orleans, are higher 
or lower? 

Mr. Pretirr. In the building trades I would say they are com- 
parable to San Francisco, Milwaukee, and Chicago. 

Representative ALLEN of California. How about New York? 

Mr. Pretier. New York is slightly higher. 
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Representative Atten of California. And New Orleans? 
Mr. Pretier. In New Orleans, we would be comparable. 
Representative ALLEN of California. Thank you. 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Preller. 
We will now hear from Mr. Alfred A. McGarraghy, former presi- 
dent of the Washington Restaurant Association. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED A. McGARRAGHY, FORMER PRESIDENT, 
WASHINGTON RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McGarracuy. The Washington Restaurant Association repre- 
sents approximately 1,000 units in the city, with approximately 400 
owners. 

On January 18 of this year they endorsed wholeheartedly the public 
works program. 

As a citizen, born here in the city some 50 years ago, we have seen 
the city grow to the size it now has. We realize its inadequacies and 
in recommending that to the restaurant association, there was no 
question raised. 

Some question relative to the equity of the taxes that might be 
leveled against particular individuals. 

I would like to present one answer to the gentleman from California 
in connection with the rate of wages here and in California. 

The scale of salaries in our restaurant industry is approximately 50 
percent higher in the State of California than it is in the District of 
Columbia. 

I believe that might answer the question which has been propounded 
here this morning. 

Representative ALLEN of California. It will help. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is some comfort anyway. 

Mr. McGarracuy. That is our report, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 
tions? 

We thank you very much, Mr. McGarraghy. 

We will now hear from Mr. William H. Waters, Jr., president of 
the Junior Chamber of Commerce. 

The committee would be very happy to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. WATERS, JR., PRESIDENT, JUNIOR 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Waters. As president of the Junior Chamber of Commerce, 
I deem it a privilege to come here and extend my remarks in behalf 
of the organization, a.group of young men here in the city, in support 
of the public works bill. 

It seems to us that the introduction of this bill to the Congress repre- 
sents a major step forward in preserving the central part, not only of 
Washington, but that part, certainly is the key to the entire metropoli- 
tan area. 

We have considered extensively the bill. It was presented in sub- 
stantial outline to you gentlemen yesterday. 

I can say that the Junior Chamber of Commerce, not only in Wash- 
ington, but its organizations in the metropolitan area, are vitally in- 
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terested in seeing that this bill receives affirmative action not only in 
committee, but in the Congress of the United States. 

We believe that its passage is fundamental to the preservation of 
the Nation’s Capital as we now see it and to the future growth that we 
hope it will attain in years to come. 

Most of the members in our organization are native Washing- 
tonians. ITamanative. We follow the activities here in the District 
of Columbia with keen interest, and we are vitally concerned with the 
problems culturally, the problem of delinquency, and the capital im- 
provement phase of this program. 

We urge you to consider favorably the full scope of the program 
and hope that the Congress will see it within their power to extend 
their consideration to the bill so that the program outlined therein 
will become an actuality here in the Nation’s Capital. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Waters, what is the age limitation of the junior chamber of 
commerce ¢ 

Mr. Waters. Thirty-six years, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. So that most of your asso- 
ciates would be probably involved in the payment of whatever increase 
in taxes this program might bring about a great many more years 
than most of us will be. 

Mr. Warers. We have a great deal of energy in our membership 
from 21 to 36. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How well I know that. 

Representative Tarte. Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Tarte. I should like to ask if there is a particular 


item in which you are chiefly interested, on the basis of priority, or 
whether you are looking at the whole thing from a general view. 

Mr. Waters. We are looking at the whole program in a general 
view. 

I would say that we are first and foremost interested in the allevia- 
tion of conditions existing in certain underprivileged areas, in which 
those areas can and paretly do contribute to some of the juvenile 

th 


delinquency aspects that have been presented for your consideration. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I do not think there is any 
question about that, Mr. Waters. 

Mr. Warers. We are especially interested in the improvement and 
additional facilities for the public-school system in the District. 

We feel it is vital to have a broad works program here involving 
highways and bridges. 

hose are the three principles that we have considered. 

We fully support the 15 objectives that have been presented for 
your consideration. 

Representative Tate. Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Taiz. I would like to ask Mr. Wiggins the same 
question, if it is proper to do it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is perfectly all right. 

Representative Tatie. Is there any particuar phase of the program 
that stands as priority No. 1 in your opinion, Mr. Wiggins? 
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Mr. Wiearns. Sir, I think I would make the same rejoinder, that 
we are interested in the broad objectives of all 15 parts of the program. 

There are certain parts of the physical plant, in terms of their out- 
datedness, that are in worse shape than others; but on the whole we 
believe the people, taking into consideration all these aspects, have 
a pretty good, well-balanced program. 

Representative Tatts. Thank you very much. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Waters, very 
much. 

Mr. Warers. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We have 9 more witnesses 
scheduled for this morning, and 14 for this afternoon, and 1 of those 
witnesses includes Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Martin, some of the members of the committee would like to 
be here when you go on the stand. Do you have any objection if I 
proceed ? 

Mr. Martin. No, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Let me say to the objectors 
we have now proceeded an hour and 25 minutes. The time of the ob- 
ectors will be extended an hour and 25 minutes, if they desire it, 
tannee of the fact the proponents have taken up that much additional 
time. 

So, we will find the time for that, if it is desired. 

We will now proceed to hear witnesses who, I understand, are op- 
posed to the program or some parts of the program. 

The first one is Mr. Benjamin Striner, representing the Federation 
of Businessmen’s Associations. 

Mr. Striner. 


STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN STRINER, CHAIRMAN, FISCAL RELA- 
TIONS COMMITTEE, FEDERATION OF BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIA- 
TION, INC. 


. 


Mr. Srrrver. Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I understand that you are 
appearing in opposition. 

Mr. Srriner. In opposition. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Striner. 

Mr. Srriner. Mr. Chairman, my name is Benjamin Striner. I am 
representing the Federation of Businessmen’s Associations. 

The federation consists of some 24 member bodies, associates in the 
federation, and representing more than 5,000 small businesses here 
in the District of Columbia. 

I am a little sorry that Congressman Smith had to leave. 

While we are no financial wizards, I believe we have and can sup- 
ply some answers for the consideration of the committee. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Congressman Smith had to 
go to another committee meeting. As soon as he can get out of that, 
he will be back. 

Mr. Srrrver. The Federation of Businessmen’s Associations is not 
at this time questioning the need or the desirability of the proposed 

ublic-works program. We are, however, concerned with the financ- 
ing of the plan. 
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We believe, and our studies so indicate to us, that if the proposed 
plan is enacted in its present form, the fiscal picture in the Nation’s 
Capital will deteriorate so rapidly and create so many additional prob- 
lems that the proposed program should be scrapped as submitted to 
your committees for consideration. 

” We will attempt, in the time allotted to us, to bring the program 
into proper focus and perspective as we see it. 

We cannot isolate this problem from the other fiscal problems now 
being confronted by the District. 

It is our purpose today to develop the following 6 points: 

First, to demonstrate that there are many misconceptions on the 
part of the general public and Members of Congress as to the self- 
sufficiency of this program. 

Secondly, to show that the proponents of this bill, in our opinion, 
underestimated the deficits accruing during the program. 

Thirdly, to demonstrate that the proposed taxes for the financing of 
the program are discriminatory, that they will defeat the purpose for 
which intended, and drive business and revenue away from the District. 

Our fourth point is that at the conclusion of this program, that is, 
in 1964, the District of Columbia will be in a greater serious financial 
predicament than at present. 

Our fifth point will be that there will be a backlog of public works 
needed in 1964 equally as great, or perhaps greater, as now proposed 
in the present program. 

And, finally, to bring to the attention of this joint committee an 
alternative plan which the Federation of Businessmen’s Associations 
believes would be more equitable, more sensible, and flexible enough 
to solve future contingencies which may arise. 

Representative Tarte. Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Tatte. How many businessmen’s associations are 
there in the federation ? 

Mr. Srriner. Twenty-four. 

Representative Tatie. Twenty-four. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What does that include in 
the general categories? 

Mr. Striner. I will read the entire list. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I do not want to take up a 
lot of time. Just tell us—— 

Mr. Srrtner. We have sectional business groups, such as the North- 
east Businessmen’s Association, Southeast, Southwest, Central, Ameri- 
can; we have organizations such as the District of Columbia Pharma- 
ceutical Association, the Maryland and Virginia Milk Producers 
Association, 

Representative Tatte. Perhaps you could just list them all in the 
record. 

Mr. Srrrner. I would be glad to supply that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would you at this point in- 
sert a list of the various organizations which you represent ? 

Mr. Steiner. Yes. 

(The list of federated associations of the Federation of Business- 
men’s Associations, Inc., is as follows :) 
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John L. C. Sullivan, president, 6714 Piney Branch Road NW. 

Joseph P. Burke, Jr., first vice president, 1726 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 

John F. Donohoe, second vice president, 628 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 

Robert M. Poole, secretary, Riggs National Bank, Wisconsin Avenue and M 
Street NW. 

William B. Mehler, Jr., treasurer, American Security & Trust Co., 722 H Street 
NE. 
Meets third Wednesday of each month at the American Security & Trust Co. 

(board room), 8:15 p.m. 
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DIRECTORS AND DELEGATES OF AFFILIATED ASSOCIATIONS f 
February 3, 1953 
AMERICAN BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
DIRECTORS 


Miss Marie G. Garrett, president, Quebec House, 2800 Quebec 
Mrs. Gertrude Jay Scott, secretary, 420 Seward Square SE. 


DELEGATES 


Joseph Gould, 1319 F Street NW. 
J. A. Kamerow, 434 Southern Building 
Lewis, Leeds, 930 F Street NW. 
ALTERNATES 


Don Britt, 1422 F Street NW. 

Lynwood King, 909 South Orme Street, Arlington, Va. 
Lionel Partegas, 127 Independence Avenue SE. 
Laura C. Webster, Homer Building 


Meets third Wednesday of each month at the Chamberlin Restaurant, dinner 
meeting. 
CENTRAL BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, INC. 


DIRECTORS 


Soterios Nicholson, president, Burlington Hotel 
Mrs. Hlla Louise Belk, secretary, 1436 N Street NW., Apt. No. 1 


DELEGATES 


Charles J. Dienelt, 988 Bowen Building, 815 15th Street NW. 
W. L. Dominy, 931 H Street NW. 
Milton Latt, 910 14th Street NW. 


ALTERNATES 
Lou L. Brown, 2017 S Street NW. 
Francis C. Heigle, 1417,L Street NW. 
Jerry E. Hysong, 1300 N Street NW. 
Miss Marie C. McEvoy, 507 12th Street NW. 
Roy E. Smallwood, 725 13th Street NW. 


Meets monthly at the direction of the president. 
Curvy CHASE Business MEN’sS ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS j 


J. Shafer, president, 5512 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Marion 8. Westbrook, secretary, 5608 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
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DELEGATES 


Dr. S. Higger, 5017 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Tony Seguto, 5520 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
William Waters, 1515 L Street NW. 


CoLUMBIA HEIGHTS BUSINESS MEN’s ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 
Edward J. Browning, president, 3113 14th Street NW. 
DELEGATES 
Julius J. Gottlieb, 2825 14th Street NW. 
Ralph Wallace, 3320 14th Street NW. 


Eugene E. Roberts, 7001 Poplar Avenue, Takoma Park, Md. 
Morris M. Gottlieb, 2825 14th Street NW. 


Meets second Tuesday of each month. 
CONNECTICUT AVENUE ASSOCIATION, INC. 
DIRECTORS 


Horace J. Meyers, president, 1753 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Lynn O. DeLashmutt, secretary, 1913 Massachusetts Avenue NW. 


DELEGATES 


Samuel W. Rosenberg, 1359 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Jane Freeman Savage, 1225 19th Street NW. 
Adrienne Lettre, 1123 Connecticut Avenue NW. 


Meets second Tuesday of each month. 
D. C. PETROLEUM INDUSTRIES COMMITTEE 
DIRECTORS 


H. T. Hobson, chairman, 5621 6th Street, South, Arlington, Va. 
John E. Kane, executive secretary, 1625 K Street NW. 


DELEGATES 
8. A. Parks, Post Office Box 1801, 685 Maine Avenue 
Meets third Monday of each month at the Willard Hotel, luncheon meeting. 
D. C. PHARMACEUTICAL ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


Aaron A. Paulson, president, 1534 Roxanna Road 
Harold C. Kinner, secretary, 301 Kennedy Street NW. 


DELEGATES 


Dr. Leo F. Diegelmann, 1816 New Hampshire Avenue NW. 
Roger W. Lusby, 12th and E Streets NW. 


ALTERNATES 


Miller J. Poppleton, 443 7th Street NW. 
Sidney Shocket, Mount Rainier Pharmacy, 34th Street, Mount Rainier, Md. 


Executive committee meets monthly at the direction of the president. 
EASTGATE BUSINESS MEN’s ASSOCIATION 


DIRECTORS 


Joseph L. Bateman, president, 2004 Rhode Island Avenue NB. 
Robert L. Werth, secretary, 2381 Rhode Island Avenue NB. 
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DELEGATES 


P. J. Dooley, C. & P. Telephone Co. 
W. I. Peeler, 2308 Rhode Island Avenue NE. 


Meets third Tuesday of each month at 2004 Rhode Island Avenue NE. at 8 p. m. 


ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, INC. 
DIRECTORS 
Rudolph H. Porter, president, 2618 32d Street SE. 
J. C. Campbell, secretary, 124 Dale Drive, Silver Spring, Md. 
DELEGATES 


Harry Ziggles, 922 Kennedy Street NW. 
Edward Lawrence, Tower Building 


Meets first Tuesday of each month at Haeringer’s, 4728 14th Street NW. 
GEORGETOWN BUSINESS MEN’s ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 
Edwin L. Stohlman, 3311 M Street NW. 
Arthur F. Carroll, Jr., secretary, 5908 Cedar Parkway, Chevy Chase, Md. 
DELEGATES 


Jerome B. McKee, 3800 New Hampshire Avenue NW. 
John Killeen, 1326 Wisconsin Avenue NW. 
Robert M. Poole, Riggs National Bank, Wisconsin Avenue and M Street NW, 


Meets at the direction of the president. 


GREATER WASHINGTON RETAIL JEWELERS ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


Melvin Foer, president, 405 Rhode Island Avenue NB. 
Donald Wolpe, secretary, 7316 Baltimore Avenue, College Park, Md. 


DELEGATES 


Bernard Burnstine, 919 F Street NW. 

Kathryn M. Everhart, Fairfax, Va. 

Arthur Sheinbaum, 405 Rhode Island Avenue NE. 
ALTERNATES 


Louis Neiberg, 936 F Street NW. 
Harry Koenigsberg, 1506 Bennings Road NE. 
Sol Lynn, 506 F Street NW. 


Meets fourth Wednesday of each month at the Hotel 2400, at 8:30 p. m. 
MARYLAND AND VIRGINIA MILK PrRopUCeRS ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


J. Homer Remsberg, president, 1756 K Street NW. 
B. B. Derrick, secretary, 1756 K Street NW. 


DELEGATES 


Chester F. Bletch, 1756 K Street NW. 
James FE. Click, 1756 K Street NW. 
W. B. Hooper, 1756 K Street NW. 


Meets monthly at association office. 
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T. V. Cooper, secretary, 813 13th Street NW. 
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NoRTHEAST BUSINESS MEN’s ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


Archer Roberts, president, 723 13th Street NW. 


DELEGATES 


John L. C. Sullivan, W. H. Hessick & Son Inc., 14th and Maine Avenue SW. 
G. Leslie Schafer, Washington Gas Light Co., 1100 H Street NW. 
Wm. B. Mehler, Jr., American Security & Trust Co., 722 H Street NE. 


Meets last Thursday of each month, alternating at Hamilton National and 
American Security & Trust Co. Banks. 


NORTHERN SEVENTH STREET BUSINESS MEN’s ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 
David Bass, president, 1214 7th Street NW. 
Charles H. Weckerly, secretary, 1300 7th Street NW. 
DELEGATES 


Isadore A. Perry, 1311 7th Street NW. 
Joseph F, Amato, 1216 4th Street NW. 
Harold Levy, 1830 7th Street NW. 


Meets monthly at the direction of the president. 
PARKVIEW BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


Harry C. Wechsler, president, 3659 Georgia Avenue. 
Jack Zoltrow, secretary, 3539 Georgia Avenue. 


DELEGATES 


Meyer Edelman, 3308 Georgia Avenue. 
Henry H. Rehmann, 1205 Ingraham Street NW. 


Meets at the direction of the president. 
RESTAURANT BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, INO. 
DIRECTORS 


Frank DeSando, president, 1720 H Street NW. 
James F. O’Donneli, executive secretary, 917 15th Street NW. 


DELEGATES 


Norman Bomze, 924 14th Street NW. 
Robert Zanville, 6200 Georgia Avenue. 
Edward Ransaholff, 2125 Georgia Avenue. 


ALTERNATES 


Arthur Hartung, 839 Bladensburg Road NB. 
William Stark, 1525 28th Street SB. 
Gus Buttinelli, 1837 M Street NW. 
Walter Roncaglione, Uptown Restaurant, 3433 Connecticut Avenue. 
Milton Winakur, 1300 H Street NW. 





RETAIL GASOLINE DEALERS ASSOCIATION OF GREATER WASHINGTON 





DIRECTORS 


Horace Walker, executive director, 913 Union Trust Building. 
Rod Willis, secretary, 10th and Michigan Avenue NE. 
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DELEGATES 
R. E. Wynkoop, president, 5120 Georgia Avenue NW. 
Meets monthly at the direction of the president. 
SoUTHEAST BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


John D. Holland, president, 1301 Pennsylvania Avenue SB. 
Eugene F. Lane, secretary, Columbian Building. 


DELEGATES 


Alex. J. Berlin, 4411 Bowen Road SE. 
Michael J. Lane, Columbian Building. 
John F. Donohoe, 623 Pennsylvania Avenue SE. 


ALTERNATES 


Thomas Blohm, 418 Eighth Street SE. 
Frank Maxey, 1024 Sumner Road SB. 


Meets second Wednesday of each month at the Donohoe Real Estate Co., 314 
Pennsylvania Avenue SE., at 8:15 p. m. 


SouTHWEST BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


Joseph H. Schneider, president, 602 Seventh Street SW. 
Hugh A. Rourke, secretary, American Security & Trust Co., 18th and Constitu- 
tion Avenue NW. 
DELEGATES 


Donald W. Mowbray, American Security & Trust Co. 
Wm. M. Jarboe, 626 F Street SW. 
Joseph P. Burke, Jr., 1727 Pennsylvania Avenue NW. 


ALTERNATE 


8S. Harry Slavitt, 509 Seventh Street SW. 


Meets fourth Monday of each month at the Southwest Branch of American 
Security & Trust Co. 


Uptown CONNECTICUT AVENUE BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIATION, INC. 
DIRECTORS 


J. David Britt, president, 1853 Irving Street NW. 
Wm. T. Matthews, secretary, 3401 Connecticut Avenue NW. 


DELEGATES 


Cecil Norment, 3337 Connecticut Avenue NW. 

Lyman Keefe, 3502 Connecticut Avenue NW. 

Alan Cahen, 3403 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
ALTERNATE 


F. A. Abbo, 3419 Connecticut Avenue NW. 


Luncheon meeting on the second Tuesday of each month at the Roma Restau- 
rant. 


WaSHINGTON Harrpressers & COSMETOLOGISTS ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


Leonard Freedman, president, 2318 Wisconsin Avenue NW. 
Wiliam Giglio, secretary, 916 Haddon Drive, Takoma Park, Md. 
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DELEGATES 


Emile Beauvais, Jr., 1221 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Marius Robert, 1514 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Therese Towne, 1726 Connecticut Avenue NW. 


Meets at the direction of the president. 


WASHINGTON HEARING Alp ASSOCIATION 
DIRECTORS 


William Bresnahan, president, 1405 K Street NW. 
H. Daniel Drake, Jr., secretary, 601 13th Street NW. 


DELEGATES 


F. Davis Ahearn, 1405 K Street NW. 
Helen McCormick, 711 14th Street NW. 
Ward T. Rosemond, Bond Building 


Meets monthly at the direction of the president. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., Retait Liquor DEALERS ASSOCIATION INo. 
DIRECTORS 


E. Joel Treger, president, 405 61st Street NE. 
Hillyard Shulberg, executive secretary, 840 Woodward Building 


DELEGATES 


Samuel Carpel, 1001 D Street NW. 
Bernard Oser, 1011 M Street NW. 
Max L. Dorfman, 1336 Missouri Avenue NW. 


Meets monthly at the direction of the president, at Heurich’s Brewery. 


Past PRESIDENTS 


Arthur Clarendon Smith, 1313 U Street NW. 

Curtis E. McCalip, 920 Bladensburg Road NE. 

Robert W. McCullough, 808 H Street NE. 

Theodore S. Grape, 1105 Connecticut Avenue NW. 
Fairfax Oyster, 3313 Russell Road, Alexandria, Va. 
Houston McCeney, deceased 

Louis L. Bowdler, 1723 Bennig Road NE. 

Rk. G. Dunne, 2385 Rhode Island Avenue NE. 

William J. Mileham, 4 Windson Road, Belle Haven, Alexandria, Va. 
M. C. Schwartz, 6216 Georgia Avenue NW. 

J. M. Heiser, Post Office Box 2747, Orlando, Fla. 

Jack J. Blank, 1437 Irving Street NW. 

3enj. Striner, 7800 Orchid Street 

Jerome B. McKee, 3800 New Hampshire Avenue NW. 


FEDERATION OF BUSINESSMEN’sS ASSOCIATIONS, INC., COMMITTEES, 1952-53 


General counsel: Mr. J. Nelson Anderson, 801 Buckingham Drive, Silver Spring, 
Md. 

Associate general counsel: Mr. Soterios Nicholson, Burlington Hotel. 

Law and legislative committee: Mr. J. Nelson Anderson, 801 Buckingham Drive, 
Silver Spring, Md. 

Public utilities committee: Mr. Jerome B. McKee, 3800 New Hampshire Avenue 
NW. 

Membership committee: Mr. J. A. Kamerow, 421 Southern Building 
Vice chairman: Mr. Lewis Leeds, 930 F Street NW. 

Zoning regulations committee: Mr. John F. Donohoe, 623 Pennsylvania Avenue 

Traffic committee: Mr. Donald Mowbray, American Security & Trust Co. 

Publicity committee: Mr. John L. C. Sullivan, 6714 Piney Branch Road, D. ©. 
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Finance committee: Mr. Robert M. Poole, Riggs National Bank, Wisconsin Ave 
nue and M Street NW. 

Vice chairman: Mr. Hugh A. Rourke, American Security & Trust Co., 18th and 

Constitution Avenue NW. 
Reception committee: Mrs. Kathryn M. Everhart, Fairfax, Va. 
Fiseal relations committee: Dr. Benjamin Striner, 7800 Orchid Street NW. 
olice and firemen committee: Mr. Alex J. Berlin, 3900 Randolph Street NW. 
Streets and highways committee: Mr. Harold Levy, 1830 Seventh Street NW. 
Welfare committee: Mr. Louis L. Bowdler, 1723 Benning Road NE. 
Visitation committee: Mr. Joseph P. Burke, Jr., 1726 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 

Vice chairman: Mr. Joseph F. Donohoe, 623 Pennsylv: ania Avenue SE. 

Fiscal Relations Committee: John L. C. Sullivan, Robt. M. Poole, Miss M. G. 

Gantt, 8. Nicholson, 8S. W. Rosenberg, Leo F. Dieglman, J. McKee, B. Burn- 
stein, J. A. Perry, J. F. Donohoe, J. P. Burke, H. Schulberg, L. L. Bowdler, 

C. Bleloch, J. A. Kamerow. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is my understanding you 
said there were some 5,000 individuals involved ¢ 

Mr. Srrrner. That is right. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That must represent all of 
the small business operations within the District, then, does it not? 

Mr. Srriner. That is correct. Of course, the way the federation 
operates, each organization is autonomous in its own rights and each 
organization sends delegates, five delegates to the federation. 

Representative O "Hara of Minnesota. Your position is the unani- 
mous position of this organization ? 

Mr. Srriner. Yes, sir. We have not had one dissenting vote in any 
of our deliberations, and our committees have spent literally hundreds 
of hours studying the program from its very inception. 

The first point, in reference to the fact that there are many mis- 
conceptions: I would like to indicate that the proponents of the pub- 
lic works program have either deliberately or accidentally left the 
impression with many civic groups that the program will take care 
of practically all the capital improvements needed in the general fund 
during the next 10 years. That is not so. 

As a matter of record, there will not be any substantial increase in 
capital improvements, for schools, recreation, hospitals, health, police, 
fire, libraries, or penal institutions in the proposed program that has 
been built during the past 10 years, and yet those completed capital 
improvements have not kept pace with the needs of the community, 
and we have actually fallen behind, as indicated here today. 

I will show you the actual figures in my testimony later. 

Statements have publicly been made that this program is self- 
supporting, that the program will solve the fiscal problems of the 
District, that the program will satisfy the needs for a more adequate 
Federal payment, and that no new taxes would be needed beyond 
those now indicated in the bill. These statements are just not so. 

I will not take the time, Mr. Chairman, to go into a lot of material 
which I have, but some of these items, I think, are of particular 
importance. 

I will call to the attention of the committee a letter signed by Row- 
land Hughes, Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget t, and [| 
particularly mention this letter because in the body of this letter, 
which was distributed by the Board of Commissioners to indicate the 
approval of the Bureau of the Budget, is included a statement by Mr. 
Hughes that “we request that a copy of this letter accompany your 
submission.” 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is the date of that 
letter ? 

Mr. Strrner. That is July the 30th, 1953. 

I will refer merely to one paragraph: 

Under such a plan of financing as is proposed in this letter, we believe that the 
public works program can be accomplished (1) without unduly large increases 
in District taxes, and (2) without seeking an increase in Federal assistance 
beyond that fully warranted in maintaining the Federal City in keeping with 
its significance as a national symbol of belief in modern, properly designed, and 
efficiently constructed cities. 

The testimony yesterday has shown that is not so. 

I would also like to quote briefly from a letter signed by Mr. Spencer, 
the President of the Board of Commissioners, dated May the 12th, 
1953, also addressed to Mr. Hughes in response to some of the ques- 
tions that the Federation of Businessmen’s Association has presented 
to the Bureau of the Budget, again referring to the increase in 
taxation: 

The increase in taxation resulting from the enactment of this bill will not 
materially affect the tax burden of the average citizen of the District of Columbia. 

We claim that is in error. 

We have also the full weight of a tremendous campaign which was 
just presented this very morning, with scare headlines, “Multimillion 
Dollar Facelifting or Strangulat ~ 

We have heard the word “decay,” and we have heard other adjectives 
to describe the situation here in the District of Columbia. 

Any municipality, any city of the size of the District of Columbia 
that has been spending an average of $20 million a year for capital im- 
provements for the past 5, 6, or 7 years, certainly is not a decaying 
city. 

We have our problems, certainly, and we are going to solve those 
problems; but we are not going to solve them with a scare campaign, 
with the statements that we either endorse this entire program or we 
are going to have a strangulated, decaying city. 

As indicated in these types of explanations—and I do not question 
the accuracy of these statements, as they have been made on the factual 
basis; I am talking merely on the publicity involved—we have in- 
cluded slum clearance, which is not in the public works program; we 
have included parking problems, which are not in the program; and 
we have reiterated in this very public ation, which is certainly a re- 
print, but which has just come out just a few weeks ago, again and 
again the statement that no additional taxes are needed. 

Here is a quotation to that effect : 

It avoids raising other taxes, though, on the ground that taxes here are as 
high as they can be without driving individual taxpayers and taxpaying busi- 
nesses out of the city into the Maryland and Virginia suburbs, where taxes are 
lower. 

I could go on, if time permitted, to quote again from many state- 
ments that have been made to the effect that we will not have to pay 
any more taxes, that the program is self-supporting, but I believe I 
have made the point, and I will be glad to answer any questions, if 
necessary. 

At the same time, and while we have had this tremendous campaign, 
various segments of the press have not given any publicity to objections 
to the plan. 
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I have personally attended many, many meetings at which this 
plan has been discussed, and objections have been raised, but not a 
word has been mentioned in the press anywhere. 

The results of these and similar misstatements have been that many 
groups have endorsed the proposed public works program under the 
impressions that it will accomplish the many claims ascribed to it, 
and I feel confident that many advocates who testify here this morn- 
ing and who will testify probably later on are in that particular group. 

If the committee will study the qualifying statements that have been 
given by witnesses endorsing the public works program, I think they 
will immediately recognize the confusion of those proponents. 

As a matter of fact, it was not until 2 weeks ago, and after a great 
deal of prodding and suggesting and questioning by the Federation of 
Businessmen’s Association that the charges were finally developed and 
published, which indicated substantial deficits year by year. They only 
came out a week ago Saturday. Of course, it took time in preparation, 
but we had been asking those questions for months and months, and 
were unable to get any answers. 

In respect to the second point, to show that the proponents of the 
bill have, in our opinion, underestimated the deficits accruing during 
the program: The entire table predicated upon the prognostication 
becomes an amazing document if you just study it a little bit. Of 
course, no provisions or any leeway have been made for any mandatory 
salary increases, such as is actually now being contemplated for 
workers under the civil service, as well as teacher pay increases, now 
approved in principle by the Board of Commissioners. 

No provisions have been made for the Southwest redevelopment 
project, except the Southwest Freeway and some items from project B. 

There is no anticipation for areas A and C, which will certainly be 
developed within the next 10 years. 

The program actually begins to fall apart, in the second year when 
the deficits begin to pile up and, according to this chart, the District 
of Columbia general fund, statement of estimated financial status of 
the general fund of the District of Columbia for fiscal years 1955 and 
1964, showing the effect of a proposed public works program, and pro- 
posed revenue legislation. 

By the Department of General Administration, Office of the Budget, 
January 7, 1954, we find that in 1955, the first year, we immediately 
come up with a deficit of $4.5 million. 

Of course, somewhere down the line they have anticipated a balance 
left over from this year of that $4.5 million which will take care of it. 
I don’t know where it is from, but I hope it is there. 

In the very next year we run into an additional deficit of $2,803,000, 
and that is from 1956. 

In 1957 we run into an additional deficit, requiring additional taxes 
of some $5,856,000. 

It grows and grows and grows each year by $2 million, by $3 million, 
by $5 million, until in 1964 the estimate is $19 million—$19,525,000— 
predicated upon these figures. 

In other words, they themselves admit if their presumptions are 
correct and their forecasts are correct, we will have to raise somewhere 
or another an additional $20 million worth of revenue before this pro- 
gram is over. 





8D eect RCPS Gite Ed 


ekeliigD ater ce s0tee Be 



















<S — Rh oF 


= | 


re 
re 
D- 





2 ii sg gS Mt ae hal tai kas ieee 


kath ral ell ai 


Geto lr 






PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 443 


One of the most important underestimates in our opinion is the item 
known as appropriation of estimate, that is, 2 percent increment 1956 
to 1964, and those are the estimates in a normal mandatory and antici- 
pated increases in the expenses of operating the District government. 

This figure is entirely too conservative, this 2 percent figure; par- 
ticularly this figure is amazing when we examine the increases during 
the last 10 years. 

In 1945 to 1946—now, these percentages, the percentage increases 
from year to year, are just the normal percentage increases in the cost 
of operating the District government—the increase was 6.6 percent; 
n 1947, it was 12.7 percent; in 1948, it was 10.7 percent; in 1949, it 
was 7.4 percent—that is over the preceding years—in 1950 it was 12 
percent; in 1951 it was 6.8 percent; in 1952 it was 10.8 percent ; in 1953 
t was 2 percent; and in 1954 it was 3.2 percent. 

Of course, we have had increases, substantial increases, in salaries 
during that period. The teachers, police, firemen, and per diem 
workers have all had increases, but the average over that period of 
time is 8 percent—8 percent increase over the actual 9 years. 

Now, we estimate, as closely as we can, and we tried to be as con- 
servative as we could, the increases to be at least 3 percent, and they 
could possibly reach 4 percent as we go over this period of years; but 
I would like to point out the difference of only 1 percent in this figure 
would increase the tax needed an additional $10 million in 1964, and 
raise that $19.5 million by 10 million or 30 million, just in the normal 
operating expenses of the District government. 

These figures, of course, do not include the anticipated additional 
cost of running the new capital improvements. That is in this 2 
percent increment figure. 

When we studied the anticipated revenues from anticipated taxes 
against the background of today, with an unemployment figure in 
excess of 33,000 and with a decline in people in the District of Colum- 
bia in the last 8 years of some 80,000 people—this statement is perhaps 
in conflict with some of the reports that have come out, but in 1945, 
due to the war, of course, the estimated population, the estimate given 
out by the District Building was some 925,000 people—925,000 people 
in 1945—and the latest figures that I have received, the official figures, 
as quoted in the press the other day, were 853,000 people. 

The District Building was under the impression at that time that 
the figures would have been about 823,000 people. So, we have had a 
decline. It will not show in the 1930 or 1940 or 1950 or 1960 census, 
but it would show, I feel confident, between the actual decline during 
the last 8 or 9 years. 

And, also, when we compare that with the fact that the metropolitan 
area is now larger than the District of Columbia, the anticipated rev- 
enue figures appear too high. 

When we go to the sales tax, finding the sales-tax figure indicates 
$15 million a year for the next 10 years. That figure will be very 
difficult to reach. 

The total sales-tax receipts during fiscal 1953 were fifteen million 
four hundred and thirteen thousand-some-odd dollars. 

In the first 6 months of fiscal 1954, that is, starting as of July 1, 
1953, and ending December 28, 1953, there is a decline in the receipts 
42387—54——29 
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amounting to $271,273, indictaing a probable increase of at least $550, 
000 for this year, or a drop of some $130,000 under the estimated 15 
million figure now indicated, as indicated in this chart. 

The tax receipts from alcoholic beverages also indicates an opti 
mism not substantiated by the records. 

Referring to the aleoholic beverage records in 1951, the income 
from this source was $3,600,000. In 1952 the figure was $3,400,000, 
In 1953 the figure was $3,300,000, and this year the records indicate 
that the income will be less than $3,200,000. 

So, there is no apparent reason for the increases as indicated in this 
chart. 

The income from beer taxes also do not reflect the fact that last 
year the receipts were $22,000 under the anticipated revenue. 

If we go on to the highway chart, we find that the figure on gasoline 
is $10,8: 50,000, which is $114 million more than this year’s stated esti 
mate. Recent receipts indicate there is a substantial drop from the 
estimated current figure. 

Also, the figure of $250,000 per year income from vault rentals, 
which is an increase of some 800 percent, is at present unrealistic and 
has not been substantiated by recent investigations. 

All of these discrepancies indicate that the taxpayer of the District 
of Columbia will be faced with an annual substantial increase amount 
ing to at least $30 million per year at the end of this program. 

If we approach this figure from another perspective—and we are 
all trying to exercise our judgment in trying to prognosticate, to use 
the crystal ball—we again come up with the same figure. 

We do know, for instance, that the increased cost of maintenance 
for the new projects in 1965 would be about $8,300,000. We know 
that. 

We know that the normal increases—and we use a 3 percent figure 
over the 10-year period—would increase the expenses of the Govern 
ment, providing that we continue at the same level with no increase 
or decrease in the tax revenue, of some $33,500,000. 

We know that we will have to pay the money that we have borrowed. 
The annual interest on the loan will be at the present rates, 27% percent, 
some $2,750,000. 

We know that we are going to have to have to amortize the loan at 
about $4 million a year, which gives us a grand total of more than 
$48 million. 

If we deduct the additional Federal payment, plus proposed tax in- 
creases, total them together, of $18 million, and deduct that from the 
$48-plus million, it still leaves an annual deficit in excess of $30 mil- 
lion, 

Of course, it is a cotnplete over-simplification of the picture to make 
a statement like that ; but nevertheless, we can only prognosticate 
upon definite facts that we know now. 

Actually, I was going to say much more, Mr. Chairman, but I think 
I have—— 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Striner, how much more 
time do you think you need ? 

[ don’t want to cut you short. I realize you represent a consider- 
able group here in the city. You have used about 30 minutes, 31 or 32 
minutes now. How much more do you think you need ? 
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Mr. Srruver. Well, if I rush the situation, I can possibly present 
the rest of it in about 30 or 35 more minutes, if I rush. 

Represent: itive O'Hara of Minnesota. We will try to run until 
about 12:15, and then we will recess. 

Mr. Srriner. All right. I will proceed as quickly asIean. I have 
tried not to be repetitious or redundant. 

I would like to address at this time my rem: arks to our point 3, to 
demonstrate that the proposed taxes for the financing of this program 
are discriminatory and that they will defeat the purpose for which 
they are intended and drive business and revenue away from the Dis- 
trict. 

In support of point 3, that the proposed taxes are discriminatory, | 
would like to bring to the attention of this committee the specific 
taxes indicated. 

The income tax: The MnNocuEeUus sounding j increase ot ONLY l pe reent 
in various categories actually increases the present revenue of $3,- 
SU0.000 by $1,600,000, an increase of 42 percent, again throwing the 
burden on the small percentage of District of Columbia residents. 
who are now carrying a heavy burden of taxation. 

We must all recognize the fact that the upper-bracket income 
eople are moving out of the District and are being replaced very 
apidly by indiy iduals of lower-income capabilities. 

In 1945 there were 81,000 taxpayers whose average payment was 
S40.50. 

l am referring to the income tax. 

In 1951 the exemptions were raised to $4,000 and the rates were 
increased, 

The present figures indicate that 50,000 taxpayers are paying an 
average payment of $85.87, indicating 61 percent of the taxpayers 
have Increased their payments some 220 percent. 

Represe ntative O'Hara of Minnesota. You are referring to District 
income-tax rates ¢ 

Mr. Srriner. District income tax. 

In reference to aleoholic beverages, the taxes on spirits, champagne, 
and Wine were increased 50 percent in 1949. 

The sales of those items have decreased from year to year, as I 
lave previously indicated. 

There is at present a slight tax advantage over many States, and 
that fact, together with the fact there are no fair-trade laws in the 
District, has encouraged out-of-town buyers to buy their liquor here. 
However, as we decrease the price differential, as is proposed in the 
new taxes, we decrease sales, with the resultant decreases in all other 
taxes paid by the businessmen, in addition to hurting the income that 
the businessman brings home, himself. 

The planners themselves recognize there is going to be a oy by 
estimating the estimated return at a million dollars, instead of a 
million and a half dollars, which would be the normal progression ‘of 
the indicated increases. 

In regard to beer, the 300-percent increase in beer taxes also will 
conservatively reduce the beer consumption by one-third, again dis- 
criminating against business people. 

I am using the prognostication as indicated in the anticipated 
revenue. 
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Gasoline: I am sure that you gentlemen are familiar with the 
history of the gasoline-tax increases from 3 cents per gallon in 1947 
to the present rate of 5 cents. 

We in the District of Columbia seem to be playing a game of tag 
with our adjoining neighbors. The plan seems to be: “You raise 
your State tax; we will use yours as an excuse for raising ours 

Actually, our gas taxes have always been lower than adjoining 
jurisdictions, ale understandably so, because we do not have the 
thousands of miles of State roadways to build and maintain. 

A further increase, as proposed, will further convince suburbanites 
that they may as well buy their gasoline from neighborhood dealers. 

Last year the revenue from gasoline taxes increased in both Mary- 
: ind and Virginia, but in the same period gasoline sales in the District 

Columbia dropped. 

“This is another example of discriminatory taxation, we feel. 

It is 12 after 12. If the chairman wishes, we can recess now. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have you completed your 
point 3% 

Mr. Strinrer. No, sir. My point 3 will take perhaps a few minutes 
more than perhaps 12: 15. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We might as well recess now 
and reconvene promptly at 2 o’clock. 

The committee will stand in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 12 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(At the expiration of the recess, the subcommittee reconvened 
at 2: 02 p.m.) 

eae dr O’Hara of Minnesota, I will have to get the time 
straightened out. How much time do you feel you will need, Mr. 
Striner ? 

Mr. Srrrver. I will leave it up to you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Can you finish in 8 or 10 more 
minutes ¢ 

Mr. Srriner. It is impossible, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How much time will you 
need ¢ 

Mr. Srrrver. Fifteen minutes. I will try to do it in less. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Let us make it 15 minutes, 
then. Proceed, Mr. Striner. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN STRINER, REPRESENTING 
THE FEDERATION OF BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Srriner. In reference to the cigarette tax we now have a penny 
tax on cigarettes which became effective in 1949. Maryland and 
Virginia of course have no such tax. 

Cigarette sales have dropped substantially during the last year in 
the District. There were more than 9 million fewer packs purchased 
last year, with the decline of $92,000 in revenue. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That would not all be neces- 
sarily due to the tax, but would certainly be one of the contributing 
factors. 

Mr. Srriner. Part of the decline is certainly due to the health 
business. However, there is the fact that the cigarette sales in the 
District declined 7.1 percent, which is 314 times greater than the 
national average. 

| might say that the chainstore price for a carton of cigarettes in 
Washington is $1.81 and in Maryland and Virginia it is $1.75, a 
6-cent difference at the present time. Increase it another penny and 
we have various pictures, 

To continue to push business away from Washington doesn’t appear 
to make sense. It isn’t the penny tax with respect to the cigarettes 
or the 5 cents on a fifth of liquor. The idea is the accumulative effect 
on millions and millions of sales and millions and millions of dollars 
of revenue and the associated taxes which we have to face. 

Now, with respect to the subject of vault rentals, the vault rentals 
are scheduled to increase from the present figure of $32,000 a year 
to $250,000 per ye I might say that in this particular tax at the 
time it was aamiiied no one in the District Building had any idea 
as to how many “vaults there were, how much was being charged for 
vault space in any other community, and it was just a guess that they 
were going to try to reach that point. 

But with respect to insurance, we have reports that a 25-percent 
increase in insurance taxes will place the District at a competitive 
disadvantage. 

With respect to the water rates, there has been a great deal of mis- 
understanding about the comparative rates between similar munici- 
palities. However, the comparative compilation is predicated upon 
an average of a 22-percent increase in water charges, and if we use 
that compilation the comparison measures up favorably with com- 
parative cities, but our increases are actually going to be 100 percent 
beause in the District the increase in water taxes, we have an addi- 
tional proposed 50 percent in the new sewer tax. Of course, the sewer 
tax is nothing more than an addition to the water-rate charge and it 
should be added to any comparative comparison. 

Furthermore, the proposed enabling legislation does not stop at the 
22- om ent increase in water rates, plus a 50-percent sewer charge, but 
includes a 33-percent increase in water rates plus a 60 percent in 
sewer charges. 

Experience has shown time and time again that inevitably all 
maximum limits on taxes in the District eventually become minimum 
charges. Predicated upon this assumption, which bitter experience 
has shown us will eventually increase the cost of water for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia 100 percent. 

I will not have time to superimpose the figures, but on page 71 of 
the Addison report is a comparative chart of the water rates, and | 
submit, Mr. Chairman, that an increase of 100 percent will place us 
in the comparative category second only to San Francisco in the en- 
tire United States on a competitive basis. 

We have made every attempt to determine whether or not these 
cities included sewer taxes in their compilations here, and we find 
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that all include sewer taxes with the qualitative exception of New 
York and Cleveland, and it was ambiguous as to whether they in- 
cluded a sewer charge in the published charts. 

sut, if we super Impose our figure on those they become very high 
in the country and San Francisco, incidentally, has to carry its water 
for several hundred miles before it can be reached. 

I will try to combine points 4 and 5 as quickly as I can. The Dis 
trict, at the end of this program, will be in a greater serious financial] 
predicament than at present, and there will be a tremendous backlog 
of public works. The picture looks mighty black to us. Of course, 
we do not have a crystal ball but there are enough basic premises to 
base our prognostications upon them. 

It is apparent to anyone that we have reached the point where we 
cannot anticipate any greater revenue from present taxes. On the 
contrary, it is probably true that the tax revenues will probably ce- 
cline. We know, for instance, that if the program materializes we are 
going to be in debt to the tune of more than $100 million at the end 
of the program and it will have to be paid. The cost of maintaining 
the new capital projects will be approximately $8,300,000. We know 
we will have to amortize the loan at about $4 million per year and 
the annual interest will probably cost us $2,800,000. 

We also know the automatic increases from year to vear will add 
up from $20 million to $30 million in the overall cost of the operational 
expenses of the Distric t. 

In any event, we are assured of an anticipated increase in the tax 
bill to the taxpayers of the District of Columbia of about $30 million, 
That is not the end, because we will still have a backlog of public 
works which will cost us an additional $250 million to $3800 million. 

In support of that—and | am sorry if I do not have time to go 
into this in great detail, but the entire program is predicated upon 
the Addison report. That is the Bible. If we assume that their 
conclusions are correct generally as presented by the Addison report, 
we come up with some amazing figures in the Addison committee 
report originally. They had a total need in the general fund of 
$153.145.000. That is in the general fund, schools, recreation, health, 
welfare, library, fire department, and so forth. That has been cut 
down to $83 million and has been extended from a 6-year antici- 
pated need to a 10-year anticipated need. So, whether it is at the 
end of 6 years or 10 years, we know we will have a backlog of at least 
S70 million in the general fund, predicated on those figures. 

In the sewer fund we have a projection of $196 million worth of 
projected needs, indicating another $100 million deficit. 

In the Highway Department construction you may write your own 
figure. Because even rf we spent five times the amount in the capital 
works program we will not take care of the District needs. 

We do not have a very bright picture. We have an increased tax- 
load of $30 million, a million dollar debt and a backlog of public 
works. 

Now, we have come up with an alternative plan which we believe 
will be a more realistic approach to the problem, and it comprises in 
general three parts: a more equitable Federal payment than the 
inadequate, picemeal proposal offered now: a reduction in some ex 
pendable expenses now being shouldered; and a payroll withholding 
tax. 
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I am not going to go into any further discussion of that because 
[ am sure testimony will show as to the needs of the increased Federal 
payment, but we are endorsing and asking the committee to bring 
ous, or consider possibly the proposed bill by Senator Johnson which 

S. 1496 calling for a percentage formula of the general fund. We 
are not going to split any hairs over whether we should have that 
bill or the proposal that was submitted by the late Senator Overton 
or a proposal submitted by Senator O’Mahoney. Any equitable form 
ula that can be set up by even outside responsible people to set up 
an adequate percentage relationship between the cost of running the 
District of Columbia, between the Federal Government and the tax- 
payers, would be accepti able. 

The second step in respect to the alternative program is with regard 
to the proposed legislation for national park status for Rock Creek 
Park and the zoo. We recommend a more realistic arrangement with 
St. Elizabeths Hospital, predicated = the ability to pay by the Dis- 
trict, and a real effort for economy by the District officials. 

The third step would be a substitute, in lieu of the proposed taxes, 

payroll withoholding tax on all income earned in the District, re- 
cardless of the source. We would, of course, exc ‘lude Members of 
Congress, their staffs, judiciary and temporary employees of the 
executive branch of the Government. This withholding tax would 
furnish us with a flexible, fair and satisfactory solution to our present 
and future tax needs. 

I am not going to go into any more detail at this time of the plan 
which was known or iginally as the Philadelphia plan and which will 
be submitted later on by one of the affiliate organizations, the George- 
town Businessmen’s Association, and Mr. McKee will go into detail on 
that. 

We believe that the tripod of adequate Federal payment and the 
reduction of expenditures and the proper tax plan will support all 
present and future public works and maintain this Nation’s Capital 
ina manner worthy of our great Nation. 

At this time if I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to include in the 
record an editorial that was printed in the Washington News of yester- 
day, January 27, 1954, which I believe poses some very cogent ques- 
tions that should be answered. I will not take the time to read it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That may be submitted in the 
record at this point. 

(The editorial referred to is as follows :) 


[From the Washington Daily News, January 27, 1954] 
THE Borp NEw PLAN 


The big ballyhoo is on before Congress for the Commissioners’ $305 million 
public-works program. It seems to us that if this program were as sound as it 
should be—and as we would like it to be—it would not need the ballyhoo. 

The noise should not distract attention from certain hard facts. The pro 
gram will put the District into debt for $111 million. It will cause immediate 
increase of $10 million in the annual tax burden: and ultimate increase of 
$23 million a year. At its end, a new backlog of desirable improvements may be 
depended upon to give rise to another program involving additional debt and 
further tax increases. 

Those in charge of the ballyhoo may have to answer some tough questions from 
budget-conscious Congressmen. 

Whether the plan is sufficiently well planned to improve the city—sociologically 
and economically—to merit its cost. 
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Whether it is sufficiently detailed to deserve such a large commitment of 
Federal money, 

Whether the projected improvements are worth tax boosts that will result. 

Whether the Federal Government is not being asked to do what private 
capital—at least to a large extent—could do if the plan were as meritorious as 
such a plan should be. 

This newspaper has fought consistently for a larger Federal contribution to 
the city’s upkeep, simply because the figures show that it isn’t paying its fair 
share of taxes on the property it owns. 

But that doesn’t mean we subscribe to logrolling Uncle for glowing schemes 
which should be practical enough for enterprisers to undertake with private 
capital, of which there is plenty around here. 

This plan has been described as a bold new plan. We wish the sponsors could 
find speculators as bold as they are when they request this Federal money. 

Mr. Srriner. I have tried to confine myself within the allotted time, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We have allowed you more 
time than has been allotted to any direct testimony of any one witness. 
I realize that you represent a large group of business people here and 
we have tried to be entirely fair, as we will try to be with all these 
other witnesses, but we will have to have some understanding wit! 
the rest of the witnesses. We will have to make some allowances and 
allocations of time. 

I would like to ask you, do you disagree with the overall panoramic 
views of the needs of the capital structure which have been proposed 
by the District Commissioners ? 

Mr. Srriner. In the overall panoramic view, there is no disagree 
ment. There might be some disagreement as to some details. On the 
overall picture, we need it, there is no question about it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you think there should 
be a change in the Federal contribution? What do you think the 
Federal contribution ought to be? 

Mr. Srriner. Any fair setlement about it would indicate, if we 
compile all the views, that it should be not less than 25 percent of the 
total appropriation in the general fund, in the highway fund and in 
the sewer fund, all the way down the line. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You would include in your 
25 percent your capital-structure improvements and all of that and 
you would take the general expenditures of the District of Columbia 
per year; is that right? 

Mr. Srriner. That is right. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I realize that there may be 
some justification for your statement, but the chances of our ever get 
ting = through are, I think, hopeless, I will be frank with you. 

Mr. Srrter. Until we get some sort of equitable balance, Mr. 
Chairman, between the Federal payment, and until that setup is es 
tablished, the ts xpayers in the District of Columbia are going to fight 
any increases in taxes that they feel are entirely unjustified. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is probably a justifiable 
statement, but many feel that the contributions made by the Federal 
Government have not been fair heretofore and I think for many years 
that has been true. But we have got to be realistic in what we are 
confronted with, Mr. Striner, and what we can get. 

After all, every Member of Congress has an opportunity to vote 
upon this and we are confronted constantly with the comparison of 
what they feel the contributions are to their own State or their own 
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district and the contributions, as to what they ought to be here, and 
measured in those terms, rather than the valuation which we should 
measure in dealing with the problems of the District. This commit- 
tee has spent a great many years and a great deal of time in all of these 
problems, and we realize that we have a very difficult situation con- 
fronting us no matter how we feel. 

Are there any questions / 

Senator Beau. I do not want to have any repetition if I can avoid 
it. But I wondered if the witness did mention specific reeommenda- 
tions as to what you thought should be a fair contribution from the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Srriner. Yes, sir, I have indicated a 25-percent figure. 

Senator Bray, That is the bill similar to the one Senator Johnson 
sent to me, 

Mr. Srriner. Yes,sir. And I might point out that the bill that the 
late Senator Overton suggested, the Overton formula or the one 
that Senator O’Mahoney suggested which passed the Senate but not 
the House, and both of those gentlemen were chairmen of the fiscal 
subcommittee at that time and they knew the problem and had set up 
formulas similar to the one Senator Jolinson had set up. 

Senator Beaty. Yes, Senators Johnson and Neely and myself. 

We think that it is fair and more equitable for the Federal Govern- 
ment to contribute on a percentage basis rather than a flat amount. 
It is $11 million now. That is hardly fair, and we feel Ithat it should 
be done on a percentage basis. 

We do not necessarily say 25 percent but we thing that is a good 
basis to start with. You prefer the percentage basis rather than the 
flat contribution ? 

Mr. Srrrner. Yes, sir. Then we know where we are going and we 
avoid the situation that has been proposed under this public-works 
program where we have one set sum to begin with and we run into a 
deficit at the end of the program. 

Senator Breath. This way that will avoid that deficit, you do think? 

Mr. Srriner. Well, that will help. Of course, under any plan there 
will have to be more taxes paid by the District of Columbia. There is 
no question about it, but if we spread out the load on all the money 
earned here in the District of Columbia, and we have estimated—and. 
I guess it is only a guess—that a 1 percent whnng Ons tax on pay- 
rolls would bring in about $20 million a yea If we can run into 
some sort of an arrangement like that, I do de believe there would be 
any objection on anybody’ s part, including the Board of Commis- 
sioners, of setting up an equitable solution to our problems. 

It can be done but it requires a lot of courage by this committee to 
sell it to the rest of the Members of Congress. 

Senator Bratt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any questions, 
Mr. Smith ? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. No. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Harris, do you have any 
questions ? 

Representative Harris. No. questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle, do you have any 
questions? 

Representative Tate. No questions. 






















452 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We thank you for your 
presentation, Mr. Striner. 

Mr. Srriner. Thank you 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Martin, I don’t know 
whether you had completed your statement. I think you had com- 
pleted your statement, but maybe the examination was not completed. 

Representative Harris. Had you completed your statement 
yesterday ? 

Mr. Martin. No, sir. 

Represent: ative Harris. I thought you were only about 10 percent 
of the way through. 

Mr. Marrrn. I just started my statement, 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. If that is the situation, we 
owe some apology to some witnesses who were notified to be here 
today. 

Representative Harris. It is perfectly all right with me to defer it 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I am sorry, Mr. Martin. 


I was of the impression that you had completed substantially your 


statement. Iam in error on that, and therefore may I suggest that 
we notify you tomorrow so you will not have to stay here the rest of 
the afternoon. 

Mr. Marrry. I would like to stay around, regardless. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We will now hear from Mr. 
C. E. Simmons, representing the District of Columbia Chapter of the 
Property Owners Association of America. 

How much time do you anticipate you will require? I do not like 
to attempt to cut down people who are representing these associations, 
but I would like to know how much time you think you will require. 

Mr. Srwmons. I will take probably 10 to 15 minutes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF C. E. SIMMONS, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA CHAPTER, PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIA- 


TION OF AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. Stumons. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is C. E. Sim- 
mons, of i770 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington. I am chair 
man of the board of the District of Columbia Chapter of the Prop- 
erty Owners Association of America, with office at 518 H Street NW., 
Washington, D. C. 

I have been specifically authorized to appear for the members of 
the aforementioned organization and in addition thereto I am pet. 
ing as a citizen on behalf of and for a large percentage, if not all, « 
the property owners of the District of C ‘olambis a. 

I want to say at this time that this room in the Capitol of the Nation 
is one of the most palatial voting booths in the world. It is not only 
palacious but a spot where a vote can be cast just as direct as you could 
shoot an arrow. I mean by that a voter can sit in comfort and dis- 
cuss the subject under consideration with his representatives who will 
pass on the subject. 

Contrast this method wtih a voting booth outside the District of 
Columbia where a registered voter makes an “X” on a slip of paper, 
pushes it into a ballot box, and then prays that someone will properly 
interpret his intentions. 
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One does not even have to register in order to vote in the District 
f Columbia, but the District people have been told so many times 
through the press and otherwise that the District of Columbia is a 
downtrodden place without representation they do not realize that 
such a privilege exists. The people of the District of Columbia have 
now the best representation of any people in this world. 

This presentation is being made not for the purpose of opposing 
progress and necessary improvements in the District of Columbia, 
but for the purpose of calling attention to some things that have been 
done; projects which when completed were found to be of far less 
value than was anticipated in the beginning. I am referring to the 
money spent on the thoroughfares in the District of Columbia. 

I shall refer to them as thoroughfares or perhaps highways bec “ause 
t has been found that the District of Columbia Code does not define 
. “street.” That information, when first discovered, gave me pause, 
ind I am wondering how a traffic court handles parking tickets that 
have been given out for violation of parking on the so-called streets. 

The matter being considered at this hearing, as I understand it, 
has to do with the so-called District budget. In that budget certain 
moneys are earmarked to be expen led on our thoroughfares. How- 
ever, the District of Columbia Chapter of the Property Owners As- 
sociation of America insists that before any such cae y is thus ex 
pended certain steps be taken to make full use of what we now have. 
in the past there has been much money spent for so-called street 
widening and at various intersections for so-called channeling of 
traffic. 

[ live at 1770 Massachusetts Avenue NW., a short distance from 
Dupont Circle. I have other interests in St. Matthews Court, a 
hort distance from the intersection of Rhode Island Avenue, Con- 
necticut Avenue, and a highway called M Street. Westbound traffic 
on M Street is required to stop short of Connecticut Avenue and turn 
nto Rhode Island Avenue which incurs a time loss; once on Rhode 
Island Avenue, another time loss before approach and crossing Con- 
necticut Avenue. That arrangement has been in operation for sev- 
eral years, and it costs a lot of money, and over that period of time 
ius proved to be nothing but a glorifie d bottleneck. 

Another one close by is the underpass under Dupont Circle. I was 
present at a hearing similar to this when Gen. U. S. Grant ITT testi- 
fied it was absolutely necessary to have an underpass on Connecticut 
(venue under Dupont Circle. Permission for the construction of the 
underpass was granted; all approach to the circle was blocked off 
and work was begun. During practically all of the next 2 years the 
publie with automobiles had no use of Du :pont Circle, and very little 
use of it as pedestrians. 

During that time I made several inquiries in the section north and 
west of Dupont Circle and I learned from people in those areas that 
they experienced no difficulty and no inconvenience in getting into 
downtown Washington without the privilege of driving through 
Dupont Cirele. It “made me wonder how necessary this underpass 
was when the public could get along very nicely without it for 2 
years, 

In about a year after the completion of the underpass the answer 
came. Gen. U. S. Grant IIT was quoted as saying he felt it was a 
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mistake to have built it and it would not be as useful as anticipated— 
I did not hear him make that statement. 

When the underpass was completed and the construction equipment 
was removed from the area it was found that there was a small two- 
lane highway leading from the south end of the underpass between 
the sidewalk curb and the underpass protection wall into Dupont 
Circle. Likewise there is a similar narrow two-lane highway leading 
from the Circle northwest to S Street, and for some unknown reason, 
a reason which is absolutely nonunderstandable to a close observer, 
parking meters were installed at the curb along these narrow lanes 
leading in and out of the circle—leading into the circle at the south 
and out of the circle from the north—thus reducing the available space 
for traffic to a single and quite narrow lane. 

If it becomes necessary for any commercial vehicle to make a 
delivery in any one of those four lanes all traffic in those lanes is 
completely blocked. Certainly those lanes leading in and out of 
Dupont Circle are small enough if they were kept open to say nothing 
of their inadequacy with a solid line of cars parked in them. 

In addition to the above, the Highway Division of the District 
descended on the intersection of Connecticut Avenue at N Street NW., 
and proceeded to do a real job of blockading. N Street is now 
practically narrowed to a single lane across Connecticut Avenue and 
direct motor crossing Connecticut Avenue by traffic eliminated by 
signs. 

If a motorist wishes to get across Connecticut Avenue at this inter- 
section from the east in order to continue west on N Street it is neces- 
sary to drive north one block through the aforementioned narrow 
land, make a U-turn, wait for the traffic light, and come back on the 
west side of Connecticut Avenue through the other narrow lane to the 
starting point. You will then be across Connecticut Avenue. 

If a motorist wishes to get across Connecticut Avenue from the 
west to continue east on N Street it is necessary to turn south on Con- 
necticut Avenue and then try to find a place to turn back to the same 
point on the east side of Connecticut Avenue in order to continue east 
on N Street. 

These two blocks of N Street are practically isolated. 

Street lamps were moved on Connecticut Avenue into N Street 
beyond the curb line and streetcar loading platforms on Connecticut 
Avenue also extend into N Street. <A traffic death occurred there in less 
than 1 year after the work was done. 

We have another similar condition set up at Key Bridge. The exit 
from the freeway leading up onto Key Bridge was built for two lanes 
of traffic. In a short time after the freeway was opened a barricade 
was placed at the exit from the freeway reducing traffic from the free- 
way onto the bridge to one lane of traffic. Any reasonable mind will 
naturally ask why build such an expensive structure and then use 
only one half of it. 

There you have two very expensive works, and there are numerous 
other similar ones both large and small, that are supposed to be pointed 
out as much needed and great improvements. To that we cannot 
agree as they do not expedite traffic. 

That brings us to the present-day permanent obstruction of our 
thoroughfares. Permanent obstruction by reason of the fact that with 
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few exceptions all of our highways are permanently blocked by cars 
closely parked 24 hours a day. : 

Last week we had our second heavy snowfall of the winter. Nearly 
everybody listens to the radio or calls the Weather Bureau for in- 
formation. Every motorist was warned of the impending snowfall 
and evidently gave it no heed as they parked their cars as usual with 
the result that thousands of them were snowed under and were not 
moved, as required by law to facilitate snow removal from the streets. 

Neither were these cars given overtime parking tickets, yet, if an 
automobile became stalled on any one of more than 50 streets where 
cars have been standing for days snowed-in the driver of said stalled 
car would be subject to arrest. In other words, if your car was parked 
on public property and becomes snowed under all is well; but, if you 
garage your car and then accidently become stalled on a street ob- 
structed by snowbound cars—then arrest. 

Recommendations have been made in the budget for permission to 
seek additional taxes in the District of Columbia. My taxes today 
exceed my net income. While I believe that I am one among thousands 
of property owners who considers taxes necessary and proper I think 
those same property owners join me in feeling that all tax money 
should be wisely spent and that any and all proposed expenditures 
should be carefully considered before they are made. 

At this time let us consider our highways—what they were designed 
for; what they are capable of providing; what they are providing 
and what they are being used for. 

The highways in the District of Columbia today are little other than 
a public parking place. We have many highways that have been given 
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j over to that great inconvenience 1-way traffic for the very simple 
4 reason they were found to be too narrow for 2-way trafiic when they 
carried lanes of parked cars from end to end of said highway. Those 
same highways will nominally carry 214 to 3 times the traffic they are 
i presently carrying. In fact, those highways are avoided by the resi- 


dents of the District of Columbia who know their location. Such 
avoidance of those highways throws additional traffic on the wider 
highways. 

Therefore, with our highways being used as public parking places 
it seems that the taxpayer is justified in not only requesting but de- 
manding that our highways be cleared of their present permanent 
obstructions and be kept cleared in order that we may be able to learn 
how much room we really have and how much traffic our highways 
; will really accommodate when they are not thus obstructed. As a 
matter of fact, I challenge the right of Congress to allow the thorough- 
| — fares of the District of Columbia to be permanently obstructed whether 
; they be obstructed by automobiles or any other objects. I call your 
attention at this time to the fact that all automobiles are common per- 
> sonal property; yet if I left any other piece of personal property 

which I might own, a wheelbarrow, a lawnmower, a sizable piece of 
furniture, outside the curb and a motorist should strike said piece of 
property, he will immediately look to me for damages and I will be 
penalized in one way or another for leaving said property in a 
thoroughfare; but, if I park my car in the same relative spot and a 
motorist crashes the car I can collect damages from that motorist- 
provided I can find him—regardless of damage done to his car by 
reason of the collision. 
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The practice of lining our thoroughfares with parked cars has 
thereby gotten entirely out of hand and there is no better time to - 
something about it than 1 ight now. Of course, the individual « 
owner is going to wail loud and long and his principal ery will be 

“What do you expect me to do with my car?” 

The answer is “Your car is your ions property and your per 
sonal responsibility and you cannot by any stretch of imagination 
expect the taxpayer of the District of ¢ ‘olumbia, or any municipality 
for that matter, to provide storage space for your ear. 

Now, let’s go a little further, if your committees hesitate to instruet 

the District of Columbia Commissioners to eliminate the permanent 
obstruction of our highways by parked cars here is something which 
my organization favors and suggests to you: 
We figure 15 cents a day a very nominal rental for a temporary 
orage space. Such a charge 365 days a year would amount to $44.75. 
There were more than 175,000 motor vehicles registered in the District 
of Columbia in 1953. It is conservatively estimated by people in a 
position to know that at least 100,000 of those vehicles are permanently 
on our highways, thus causing a permanent obstruction. 

One hundred thousand vehicles at $44.75 per year would total $4, 
175,000. The District has asked for additional taxes to carry on said 
vorks program. The above plan will get part of those taxes and said 
taxes will come from those who benefit most and pay the least toward 
a public improvement. 

The mechanics of that plan are very simple; when a motorist applies 
for his certificate of registration and tags, simply ask him where he 
keeps his car. If he ps arks it on the street co leet, in addition to other 
tixed taxes and fees, 15 cents per day for 1 year in advance—$44.75. 
[f he can present during the year a witnessed and notarized statement 
make he is not parking his car on public property, give him a rebate 
for the remainder of that year. 

Now, you may wonder whether or not you can do that and in answer 
to that ‘ples use be reminded if you can legally charge 5 cents for 1 hour 
of parking in any 1 spot in the District of Columbia you can legally 
take a charge for every hour in the day for parking anywhere in the 
District of Columbia. Your machinery is already set up. If it is not 
legal, you better start removing parking meters. 

No one of us believes in loading the motorist with taxes; he has en 
tirely too many impositions now. Neither do we believe we should 
be constrained to provide public storage for, and obstruct our high- 
ways with, private cars. 

During the last 20 years the phrase “Horse and buggy days” has 
been heard many times, and it was invariably used to ridicule, but 
don’t let us forget for one moment that the people who used horses 
for motive power and for transportation developed the greatest nation 
on earth and they did not ever leave their horses and buggies on any 
thoroughfare when they were not using them. ‘ertainly, not in the 
way cars are parked on our thoroughfares today. 

You will find today meetinghouses and churches with carriage sheds 
ey it were built on the churchyard for the purpose of sheltering the 

‘ansportation, horses and carriages, that took the people to services— 
it might be well to stop referring to “Horse and buggy days” and the 
way of life during those days as something we should avoid and forget 
about. 


+ 





‘Sie AD 


eid 


at te tne alist ae, ill 


verw 












. 








PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 457 


In conclusion, let us sum up in one sentence, face the facts, and act 
accordingly. Do not spend any money for any additional highways 
or so-called improvements until such time as we clear our thorough- 
fares and learn just how adequately they will serve us. You may say, 
as is frequently said, our highways may serve us now but what about 
10 years from now. There will not be very many more cars in pro- 
portion to the citizens in 10 years from now than there are now because 
nearly everybody at present has a ear, therefore the only increase in 
automobiles will be in proportion to the increase of the population. 

We believe this works program will have little, if any, effect on 
juvenile delinquency. Cut down junior’s allowance and put him to 
work. That will solve the problem. Juvenile delinquency is no great 
puzzle. Work is the solution and the only solution. 

Be nator BEALL. I happen to be the sponsor of the legislation creat- 

» the Dupont Circle underpass, and I just wonder if you recall the 
= iys when we used to have the streetcars going counterwise out there ? 
Do you remember the number of accidents we had with automobiles 
and the number of pedestrians, the streetcar going around and hitting 
you in the face. Do you remember that? 
~ Mr. Summons. I remember that distinctly, and I remember a gentle- 
man sitting at the hearing table saying that he was the vice president 
of the Capital Transit Co., and he did not know why they went around 
the left side of the circle. 

There was a streetcar line, a double line that went out of the circle 
west on P Street, and it was easier when they turned west and turned 
to the left a quarter of the way around the circle to continue around 
and up Connecticut Avenue. Otherwise, they would have brought 
one around and made a right turn, and the other one coming in the 
same way. I have seen people caught between two cars lots of times 
there. 

Senator Beat. Do you not think underpasses, particularly at the 
circles, have been a way of eliminating traffic congestion ? 

Mr. Simmons. I refer you to Logan Circle at 13th and Rhode Island 
and P Street. I have approached that circle when all the lights were 
out, and the cars were able to move around there without any trouble 
at all. But let the lights come on and the traffic comes up there and 
stops and they are all gone before the lights change. They do not 
have an underpass, and they are getting just as many people as on 
Thomas Circle. 

Senator Beat. I think the traffic count will show they are not. If 
you will recall, every independent highway expert that ever came in 
and made a survey of the District of Columbia in the last 15 years rec- 
ommended underpasses. 

Mr. Simmons. Why do you make an underpass one way on one 
street and make another one going the other way? What about the 
freeway? You builda double lane ¢ oming up to the Key Bridge, and 
then block off half of it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are you responsible for that, 
too, Senator Beall ? 

Senator Beaty. No, Iam not. 

Mr. Simmons. We do not want to be taxed any money for any more 
things like that. They are absolutely ridiculous. You have got mil- 
lions of dollars spent on the freeway, and thousands of dollars spent 
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on the exit on the Key Bridge. You cannot widen that bridge, and 
if you can have only 1 Jane of traffic up there, why build it for 2? 

Representative Harris. I would like to know if there is anybody 
who disagrees with him on blocking off one side? 

General Prentiss. I can give you the reason for it. 

The purpose of building a two-lane ramp onto Key Bridge is the 
same reason as for building a two-way ramp through the Liberty 
oa Building, so that traffic from Maine Street can go over the 

bridge. If you build only a one-lane ramp and a car breaks down and 
stalls, there is no possible way for traffic to continue. 

During the rush hour when the traffic coming off the ramp must 
merge with the traflic coming off M Street, there 1s provision for only 
one lane of traffic off the ramp to merge into the Key Bridge traffic. 

By putting the blockade there it keeps traffic in one lane, which is 
all that can get on the bridge. If two lanes of traffic come up, and 
then two lanes of traflic have to bulge out into the Key Bridge traf.- 
fic, there you create a traffic block at that point. But if a car breaks 
down on that br idee, instead of having the entire lane of traffic all the 
way from Key Bridge back to 24th Street stopped, the blockade is 
removed, and the lane of traffic is permitted to continue to flow. 

Representative Smrrx of Virginia. That is a good answer. 

Mr. Suwmons. That is a very good answer, Commissioner, but let 
me say this to vou, why don’t you put a sign at that exit which says 

“One lane”? If you do h: appen to come up and there is an officer 
the exit he wants to throw you into jail if you come up abreast of the 
other fellow. It is not so simple. 

Senator Beaty. I think your testimony may help us prevent making 
that same mistake some other time. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnestoa. We will now hear from Mrs. 
Isabel C. Moore. 

How much time do you require, Mrs. Moore? 

Mrs. Moore. I am testifying as an individual taxpayer. I will not 
take much time. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ISABEL C. MOORE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mrs. Moorr. With the great advances in knowledge and efficiency 
that the world has accomplished, the present cumbersome system of 
acquiring taxes for public funds is unintelligent beyond all under 
standing. 

It is an excellent example of horse-and-buggy thinking in an atomic 
age. It’s time we shook off some of the procedures of the past that 
don’t make sense, and one of the most powerful mediums through 
which these reforms can be accomplished is men and women of intelli 
gence and vision in Congress. 

Revenue: The only logic: ‘al, practical, equitable, and economical 
method of obtaining public funds is to have a single, uniform tax 
on income, with the usual exemptions, and a reasonable floor that 
would insure a decent living wage intact. A part of this should be 
used locally and the rest nationally. The percentage of this tax 
should be the same, regardless of the source or amount of income. A 
larger percentage of ‘larger incomes penalizes industriousness and 
thrift, stultifies business expansion, dangerously reduces funds needed 
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to be set aside for future emergency and loss; it causes cheating and 
vraft, with its accompanying large expense of law enforcement; it 
causes waste through unnecessary spending for bonuses, entertaining, 
vifts, et cetera; to prevent paying taxes. 

If people are allowed to keep money from high incomes, it is not 
lost to the country, but is usually put to good use through invest- 
ment, business development, promotion of human welfare, et cetera. 
Adequate laws should prevent excessive profits from occurring in the 
first place. This money comes primarily from the general public, 
not corporations; and money should not be drained out of the pockets 
of people, especially in lower income brackets, and then taken over 
by the Government and spent or wasted on people, sometimes all over 
the world, who did nothing to earn it. 

This single tax on income plan would have to be assisted with 
(iovernment subsidies to prevent loss in businesses, until our economy 
becomes adjusted to it. This could be done by having businesses 
and industries sell products at the new prices established under the 
new tax setup, and then collect from the Government the loss they sus- 
tained through prices they had paid for products under the old tax 
plan. 

_ Advantages of single tax on income system: 

l. Ability to pay should be the first principle of taxation. People 
only have so much money to spend. If it is eaten up under a system 
of uncontrolled multiple taxes, their purchasing power is reduced, 

nd public assistance has to be given them, requiring more taxes to 
pay for it. 

9. Tt is efficient, eliminating the enormous waste of money, man- 
power, and exasperation, the present complicated system of endless 
taxes it takes to administer, and by individuals in figuring. This 
suving of money would mean a substantial reduction in tax money 
needed; and manpower saved could be diverted into other under- 
staffed fields, such as the sciences, teaching, and industry. 

3. This would be a safeguard against overtaxing anyone to the 
point of hardship, such as forcing people, especially in old age when 
ncome is greatly reduced, to lose their homes when they cannot pay 
real-estate taxes; and through sales taxes which are a hardship on 
large families with low incomes. 

t. A single, uniform tax would prevent many duplications and 
nequities now existing. Present exorbitant inheritance tax is legal- 

ed theft. To take a very large part of the earnings of a lifetime, 
gotten together by hard work and sacrifice, usually for the security 
of children, and on which an income tax has already been paid, is 
unjust and dishonest beyond expression. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have some particular 

reference to the proposed program of the Commissioners ? 

Mrs. Moore. Yes; I do. 

Representative Smitu of Virginia. We are interested in this bill at 
this time and I would suggest that the testimony be confined to the 
testimony about the proposed legislation. 

Mrs. Moorr- The question this morning was asked by the Senator 
: to how the money was going to be gotten together. I think this is 
the answer. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I do not want to interrupt o1 
interfere with your presentation, but I think we are going to have to 
insist hereafter that the testimony of the witnesses be generally di- 
rected to the legislation which is before us, because we are so con- 
fronted with time. 

Mrs. Moore. I think it is terribly important, Congressman. I would 
be very grateful if you heard it out. 

Represenative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Moore, I never won a 
argument with a woman in my life. 

Mrs. Moore. I think I am the only woman here, and as a duty to the 
women, I think you ought to let me finish. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. If it is understood that you 
are speaking on behalf of all women, yes. 

Mrs. Moore. Men and women. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right, proceed, Mr 
Moore. 

Mrs. Moore. 5. Inequitable rates for taxes on real estate, manu 
factured goods, et cetera, could no longer exist. These cause business 
upsets, by diverting trade into adjoining States which have lower 
taxes, instead of taxes going into the States providing public services 
to their residents. It would prevent the moving of businesses from 
one location to another, with its consequent upheaval, unemployment 
and hardships. It would prevent cutthroat competition. Bootleg 
ging would be reduced as absence of taxes on liquor would cause less 
people to get dangerously unsupervised untaxed liquor. 

Present large losses of taxes to the Government through graft 
ae be reduced, as a single tax would provide less opportunity. 

. This system would eliminate one of the hardships Congressmen 
have had to bear from pressure groups, who are constantly besieging 
legislators to give them favorable tax consideration. Mi lions are 
spent for this, which as always, the public pays for, in higher prices 
of products. The present system brings about a most undemocrati 
procedure in a country where everyone is supposed to have equal 
rights, and legislators are often helpless to do much note it, as they 
are required to carry out the wishes of their constituents. 

8. Multiple taxation is a vicious cycle. The more people are taxed, 
the more they have to be taxed, as one tax piles up on another, in 
creasing prices for Government, businesses, and individuals, whic! 
increases the need for higher wages and more taxes, to pay highe 
prices. 

The end result of multiple or single taxation is the same; the 
money all comes out of the same pockets and goes into the same 
places, so why should we clutter up our lives with the horrible mess 
the present system is! In the past when people were less bright, some 
might have been fooled by having taxes spread over many things, but 
this doesn’t fool anyone now. 

10. A single, uniform tax helps to stabilize prices and wages, as 
one less fluctuating element in the establishing of cost of production 
and living would have to be figures. It would be much easier to figure 
revenue obtainable for public. works. It would be more flexible when 
changes in the amounts of taxes are needed. Just one percentage on 
one tax would have to be raised or lowered. 
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The single-tax system would end the conflict caused by being 
legal residents of one State, and actual residents of another. People 
‘ would simply pay taxes where they actually reside, for the exact time 
r they reside there, in return for public facilities provided them. This 

should apply, regardless of source of employment, such as Govern 

d ment officials and legislators in W ashington. Additional salary or a 

special fund should take care of losses through dual residence because 

? fr ni ations al legislative occupation. 

The single tax would — a very simple matter of filling in 
- tax "forms. However, to make it as little confusing as possible, a 
separate item should be listed for each source of income and exemptiot 

. ‘that people don’t have to consult books or experts on how to fill i 

heir forms. 

13. This setup will definitely be adopted some day, as it is the on! 
: that makes sense, so it might as well be now. 

"he tion: The first step that should be taken in solving the public 
. works problems of the District is the dispersal of many Government 
¥ gencies to widely separated locations. It would be better to move 
. ‘em than have them blown out of existence. by H-bombs, killing 
” thousands of people, destroying millions of dollars’ worth of beautiful 
™ buildings, and paralyzing the Nation by - aving it without top com- 
it n and i in many departments, especially defense. If strategic agencies. 
especially, were moved, Washington ill i no longer be a target for 
- bomb alone one of the first. 

Moving these agencies would cause the population to shrink to better 
t fit the facilities now existing, which would reduce the necessity for 
- e huge expenditures of money. It must be remembered that many of 
| the District of Columbia residents pay little or no taxes, but have | 
- be furnished all facilities. This is an extremely unfair additional 
” burden thrust on the overloaded backs of the helpless, voteless tax 
. payers here, 
ie Many problems arising from overpopulation would be solved, such 
ul as inadequate schools, water and sewer equipment, traffic congestion, 
) bridges, bus service, high cost of living, lack of vote, insufficient office 
space, temporary office buildings, et cetera. 

’ The next important step is to get the National Government to 
. “pay its way” in full for every strictly Government expense it incurs: 
h water, sewer, police and fire protection, taxes on all Government and 
. foreign-owned property, the zoo, the expense of entertaining foreign 

eg aes. et cetera, which part of the residents of the District of Colum- 
° . have been paying for years. This should take the place of the 

. imp- sum payment the Nations il Government makes to the District 
” » of Columbia. The term “contribution” should never be used in this 
, § connection because it gives the impression the National Government is 
, | giving the District this money for nothing. Congress should also ap- 

| propriate to the District an adequate sum to make up for its lack of 

. honor in this matter in the past. 

n Projects: Unenlightenment is one of the major causes of human 
° misery, so one of the most important projects the public-works pro- 
: gram should accomplish is the revamping up to date of our whole 


= antequated educational system, to its broadest scope, so that it may 
bring about enlightenment in every phase of human existence, es- 
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pecially the vital ones, rather than a mere accumulation of most]; 
academic knowledge, much of which is never used. This is not merely 
an expenditure of money, but an investment that pays endless divi 
dends, and saves enormous sums of money. 

This should be done through developing our schools into complete 
community centers for the instruction and benefit of people of all ages 
and both sexes. Adult education is even more important than child 
education, as enlightened parents give these benefits to their children 
at an early age, which in turn are handed down from generation to 
generation ; otherwise, the handicaps of ignorance go on indefinitely. 
This would be infinitely cheaper and more intelligent than spending 
millions feebly trying to rehabilitate human wreckage, as we are now 
doing. 

These would cost less than any disconnected duplications existing, 
would be accessible to many, and could be models for the world. All 
these units are badly needed and have to be built anyhow, so the 
efficient thing to do is to combine them into integrated installations. 

The first consideration should be facilities for the instruction of 
ethics and the religion of each person’s choice—after legislation has 
made this possible. This is the most important of all influences ii 
human welfare and behavior. Then should come psychological guid 
ance and instruction, to straighten out our tangled thinking and 
reduce the impact of adversity. 

Next is education in the fundamentals of living, such as home and 
child care, nutrition, and cooking. Dr, Cavanaugh of Cornell says 
“There is only one major disease, malnutrition; every other ailment 
stems from it.” 

There should be indoor and outdoor athletic and recreational equip 
ment, to promote physical and mental health, and provide wholesome 
escape mechanism and relaxation, the lack of which is filling half ou 
hospital beds with patients suffering mental breakdown, and our pena 
institutions with delinquents of all ages. 

Each unit should have a mental and physical health clinic, library, 
auditorium, cafeteria, and of course schools, for nursery, elementary. 
high-school, and later, college students. In these days of millions of 
working mothers, and great difficulty in getting domestic help, nursery 
schools have become an essential part of our school system. 

Day and night classes should be held for boys, girls, men, and 
women, in all subjects. For example, working mothers have made it 
necessary for boys and men to learn home and child care, as well as 
girls. 

Two most important units would be equipment for training in 
technical and defense subjects. In these days of all-out war, when 
almost every man, woman, and even children have a part to perform, 
every person should be trained for his part in the defense setup. 
This should include a major and a minor technical skill as well as 
military subjects, to provide overall and flexible manpower. 

Instead of taking men and women out of their homes, with the 
enormous expense and upheaval attached, as universal military train- 
ing would require, it would be much more economical and practical to 
give this training in regular educational courses. Thorough training 
could be given, rather than the abbreviated courses in the military 
services; and a large reservoir of experienced workers could be avail- 
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ble in wartime, as many would follow these trades and professions 
leaving school. i : 

[rade shops and preprofessional training would provide badly 
ceeded skilled workers in peace as well as war, and would provide 
vcurity through assured employment, which means prosperity for 
he whole country. Military equipment should include rifle ranges 
and some space for outdoor maneuvers. The land along the Potomac 
should be developed for defense field training, also for athletic and 
recreational facilities. Physical stamina is a vital essential in peace 
and war, and cannot be acquired in a few weeks’ training, when an 
emergency arises. 

General: There is no doubt about the wisdom and practicability of 
spending money for the public-works program. These things are 
badly needed, and it must be recognized always that spending money 
s one place where we can eat our cake and have it, too, providing 
something worthwhile is gotten in return. Continuous circulation of 
any money means endless prosperity, as every time money changes 
hands, the value received for the money exchanged, is increased one 
more time, and it means a living for someone. The reason circulation 
of money sometimes does not bring prosperity is because so much is 
wasted, and more has to be found to pay for things that should have 
been bought in the first place. 

Before any appropriations are made, revenue should be figured, 
then the necessities should be gotten first, and after that, the luxuries 
there is money to pay for. This is good sense and good business any- 
where. Also, we should pay our way as we go. Things have to be paid 
for sometime. Wasting large sums of money in interest for delayed 
pavments—except in emergency—is extremely inefficient, as it further 
reduces money available for necessities, and in turn causes more large 
sums to be spent on interest. to get money for things needed. The sum 
of almost $7 billion for interest, in our national budget for the fiscal 
vear 1954-55, is the second largest expense the United States has. It 
is billions more than welfare projects. 

Above all, enormous waste and misdirection of money should be 
ended. It is an offense against commonsense to spend millions on 
empty marble memorials while people live in filthy hovels within a 
short distance, because there is not enough money to pay for decent 
housing. We send billions all over the world to help humanity and 
defend other countries, while our own people suffer seriously and 
extensively for the bare necessities, and our own country is inade- 
quately defended. The money spent to put up and take down grand- 
stand seats here, would have paid for a large stadium where people 
would be able to see parades in comfort, instead of the extreme dis- 
comfort they now experience; including the paralyzing of city func 
tions for hours. Washington does not have a single satisfactory large 
auditorium, but there are many small ones. Millions are spent for 
penal institutions and law enforcement, but it is impossible to get 
anywhere near enough to pay for the things that prevent delinquency, 
which would cost. much less. ! 

It is fervently hoped that Congress will do everything in its power 
‘0 eliminate these and many other hardships that the people of our 
country suffer unnecessarily, and particularly through the badly 
needed public-works program for the District. , 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mrs. Moore. 

Are there any questions? 

We will now hear from Mr. Wilmer Balderson, executive secretary, 
Laundry-Dry Cleaning Association. 

How much time are you going to take, Mr. Balderson? 

Mr. Batperson. Not more than 214 minutes; it is very short and 
to the point. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, that is splendid. 


STATEMENT OF WILMER H. BALDERSON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
LAUNDRY-DRY CLEANING ASSOCIATION OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. Batperson. I am executive secretary, Laundry-Dry Cleaning 
Association of the District of Columbia, on whose behalf I appear. 
Our purpose in appearing before you today is to give you our view 
point on the propos ed law (H. R. 7389) insofar as it will affect the 

laundry industry in the District of ¢ ol tinbon a. 

We refer specifically to that portion of the bill which authorizes the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia to increase the existing 
water rate by not more than 3314 percent, and to impose a sewer charge 
of 60 percent of the water bill. 

Under the present law, the Commissioners have established a mini 
mum charge for water of $10.94 annually for 7,500 cubic feet. It 
is our understanding that under the proposed law, the minimum charge 
will be raised to $12 annually for 7,200 cubic feet. Water now used 
in excess of the minimum is sold for 9 cents per hundred cubic feet, 
which could be increased to 12 cents per hundred cubic feet under the 
proposed law, plus a sewer charge of 60 percent or a total of 19.2 cent 
per hundred cubic feet. 

Regardless of what it is called we look upon the sewer charge as 
part of the total water bill. Applying this to our industry, the average 
laundry would consume several milhon cubic feet of water annually 
for which they would pay 19.2 cents per hundred cubic feet for all 
water consumed in excess of the minimum. In our case the minimum 
is not a factor since this amount—7,200 cubic feet—is consumed in less 
than 1 working day. We believe, therefore, that in order to remove the 
inequities of the present rate structure, which penalizes the volume 
consumer, the Commissioners should adopt a sliding scale on both 
water and sewer charges for quantity users. In other words, under 
the existing rate schedule in the District of Columbia, there is no 
relationship between water charges and water consumption by volume 
users. 

In this connection, we have found that many cities of comparable 
size have established rate structures on a sliding-seale basis, thereby 
correlating at least to some extent their costs with their charges. 
Specifically, we have been able to secure information on the following 
cities, all of which have adopted such a rate structure : 

San Francisco, Milwaukee, Cleveland, Baltimore, Detroit, Cincin 
nati, Louisville, Denver, San Diego, Kansas City, Akron, Oakland, 
New Orleans. 

As an example of how the sliding-scale rate structure operates, a 
laundry in the city of Baltimore consuming 2 million cubic feet of 
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water annually would pay $1,724, in the city of Atlanta, $2,142.20, 
whereas a laundry ¢ ‘consuming the same amount of water in the District 
of Columbia would pay $3,845.38 under the proposed law. 

Our industry, although small business as industries go, is a large 
consumer of water. A recent survey of our membership disclosed 
that 20 major plants in the District of Columbia consumed 67,178,500 
cubic feet of water during the past 12 months, for which they paid 
$60,595.22 to the District of Columbia. It can be readily seen that 
an inerease of 3314 percent of this amount, plus an ade litional ch: arge 
of 60 percent for sewage will increase this cost to $129,269.69, or better 
than 100 percent. 

While these figures may not be impressive to those who are accus- 
tomed to dealing in millions of Sed it nevertheless represents a 
tremendous volume of business in shirts and sheets to those in the 
laundry industry. 

Accordingly, we respectfully urge the committee to include in the 
proposed law a provision whereby the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia will be required to establish a realistic schedule of water 
and sewer rates, based on the actual cost of furnishing such service 
to the consumer as opposed to the arbitrary rate now used which does 
not take into consideration the difference in the cost of installing, 
metering, and servicing water and sewage to 300 consumers using 
10,000 cubic feet each and 1 consumer using 3 million cubic feet. 

[ am grateful for the opportunity which the committee has given 
me to present this testimony. 

Represe sntative O’Har A of Minnesota. There isa great deal to what 
you say. My own little town out in Minnesota put in this so-called 

ewer tax, and it just happened when the first bill eame in, one of our 
friends running the restaurant in that town brought it to our atten- 
tion, and the comparison of the charge for that operation was tre- 
mendous. It was immediately a problem to that poor lady who was 
trying to operate that little restaurant. 

I think this charge thing is not really appreciated until it is in 
effect, and I do think there should be some long-range consideration 
of the people who are in business who are using large volumes of water, 
such as your people use, and in addition to that the ordinary com- 
mercial user, because there is no question it is quite an addition, not 
only to raising the water bill, but also amounts to another very large 
raise when this so-called sewer tax comes up. 

Mr. Batprrson. This is a material factor in our overall cost. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What would be the average 
amount of the water used by the average laundry in Washington / 

Mr. Bawwerson. I would say approximately 3 million cubic feet 
annually. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are the figures which you 
have quoted to us about the percentage of increase that would occur 
to the average laundry user in the city of Washington ? 

Mr. Barperson. Yes; I have made a survey of the members of this 
association, and I would say that the average for them is around 
3 million cubic feet annually, and their bills will run $200 to $600 a 
month. 

So, doubling that is a material factor in our costs, because our profits 
have been squeezed to the minimum. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That would mean you woula 
have to start another round of price increases / 

Mr. Bauperson. Then we run into the resistance of the consumer 
and we run into consumer resistance right along, and we do not like 
to raise prices and don’t want to cut down on the profit picture the 
way it is, because the average laundry owner makes about 4.2 percent 
before taxes, and this water increase would approximate about 1 per- 
cent of sales, if it goes into effect. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Representative Tarte. No questions. 

Representative ALLEN of California. No questions. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative Harris. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Balderson, we appre- 
ciate the briefness of your presentation, and appreciate your prob- 
lem and we hope that it will be a lesson to some of the other witnesses. 

Mr. Batperson. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We will now hear from Mr, 
Horace Walker, executive director of the Metropolitan Retail Gaso- 
line Dealers’ Association. 


STATEMENT OF HORACE WALKER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, METRO- 
POLITAN RETAIL GASOLINE DEALERS’ ASSOCIATION 


. 

Mr. Waker. My name is Horace Walker. I am the executive 
director of the Metrolopitan Retail Gasoline Dealers’ Association in 
whose behalf I appear. 

[ think I have appeared before most of you men before. 

Our association is composed of independent retail gasoline dealers 
in the Greater Washington marketing area, of whic ch there are some 
1,200, with about 450 in the District of Columbia proper. 

We are here today in complete accord with H. R. 7389 with two 
spec ifie exceptions : 

First, we challenge the wisdom of integrating our complex high- 
way development plan into the public-works program outlined in 
H. R. 7389. We call your particular attention to this departure from 
prec ‘edent. 

Secondly, we are unalterably opposed to article 13 which increases 
the District of Columbia gasoline tax from 5 cents to 6 cents per 
gallon, a tax which some people think applies only to motorists but 
which we know strikes at the very economy of our community. 

We are not here to oppose just for the sake of opposing, but to 
present to this committee a number of related facts that we hope will 
assist you in your considered deliberations. 

We agree, wholeheartedly, that good roads call for sound engineer- 
ing, planning, and financing. We also agree that the pay-as-you-go 
plan should be followed as far as practical and that the motorists 
should pay their fair and equitable share of the highway system. 
We think, however, it is about time to debunk that wornout concept 
that motorists should pay the entire costs of the highways. Motor- 
ists and nonmotorists share alike in the benefits that accrue from good 
roads. Ask any real-estate developer. 
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Primarily, our opposition is based on the multiciplicity of planning 
and the apparent loss of pueetes of our highway development spon- 
sors. As a matter of fact, are greatly surprised that the public- 
works program even inc ‘Iuded a highway plan. 

| might add here that we do not question the integrity and sincerity 
and the serious approach that our present Commissioners have m: ade 
to this problem, and that would go for the former Commissioners. 
It was my privilege to know both of them, and I respect them. 

Eighteen months ago, the Commissioners introduced a fabulous 10- 
year, $140 million highway development plan which unquestionably 
re presented the soundest possible planning on the part of the city 
fathers and Highway Department officials at that time. 

There were extensive hearings, newspapers gave the plan wide 
coverage, and we were told that for the first time, metropolitan 
W ashington highway officials endorsed the plan. Those of you who 
were present remember the arr: Ly of officials who testified in favor 
of the program. In fact, we appeared and urged the adoption of the 
program even though the plan called for an additional 1-cent gas tax. 

This committee and many editors commented favorably on our 
testimony at the time. The 1-cent tax boost was to have increased 
District of Columbia revenue some $1,250,000 annually, sufficient to 
give the District enough funds to match Federal aid for a $96 million, 
s-year program. 

The ne eer of this program made it clear to this committee 
and to the public that the 1-cent additional gas tax would care for at 
least the first 8 years of the 10-year plan, or $96 million of the $140 
million plan. 

The program was approved by Congress and became law June 1, 
1952. Then, what happened? Exactly what we had anticipated. 

Mr. Chairman, and I think you are vitally interested in these 
figures, because you made reference to them in the press in the last 
couple of days, and here are the figures. 

For the 15-month period ending September 1, 1953, the District 
of Columbia gasoline sales dropped 4,902,522 gallons under the pre- 
vious 15-month period. During this period, Maryland sales were up 
approximately ¢ percent; Virginia, 6.2 percent, and the national 
average increase was 5.4 percent. This loss in District of Columbia 
tax revenue amounted to $245,126 in gas tax and $22,964 in sales tax, 
based on known sales ratios to gasoline sales, in this case over $1 
million. 

You may well ask why—why the drop in gasoline gallonage. His- 
torically, the District of Columbia has been 1 cent per gallon under 
its neighboring States, Maryland and Virginia. Equalize the tax 
rates and suburban Washingtonians buy their gasoline near their 
homes. That has been proven. 

And it is a logical, and practical, and natural thing to do. 

There is much justification for the historic 1-cent gas-tax differ- 
ential. We only have about 200,000 registered vehicles in the District. 
Maryland has 648,000, while Virginia has 918,000. Then there is 
our comparative size. 

A reference which, Mr. Chairman, I think you made the day before 
yesterday also. 
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During the 1952 hearings on this subject, Senator Case, of South 
Dakota, asked Engineer Commissioner Bernard L. Robinson why the 
District of Columbia tax could not be raised to the 6-cent rate effec- 
tive in Virginia. General Robinson replied that, “This would ruin 
the gasoline business in the District, that District taxes should never 
be higher than the lowest imposed in nearby States.” 

Take it any way you wish, gentlemen, the District has reached the 
point of diminishing returns in gasoline tax. The national State tax 
average is currently 0.054 per gallon. 

How can we support a proposal to increase the tax still 1 more 
cent? How can you, gentlemen, approve of such a tax boost in the 
face of the above facts / 

Is there any reason why the District of Columbia highway author 
ities cannot continue with the highway financing program they pro 
posed and endorsed a year and a half ago? Another gas-tax hike 
at this time will unquestionably cause further cuts in gasoline-tax 
revenue. 

There is an unwritten law in merchandising that says, “Overpricing 
will price any commodity out of business.” The same philosophy 
applies to taxes. 

Many of you gentlemen know it in your own States. 

Retail gasoline prices, today, are at an alltime high—yet greatly 
below the recent rise in other costs-of-living items. These prices 
are not the result of retailer’s cost or his margins of profit but more 
because of added State and Federal taxes. In fact, today, State 
and Federal taxes constitute 39.4 percent of the motorist’s gasoline 
cost. 

Here is another astounding comparison—the State and Federal tax 
percentage of gasoline cost is greater than the profit the retailer 
averages on his product. 

In conclusion, it is our opinion that somewhere, somehow, climbing 
State and Federal taxes must be halted. There is a limit to which 
the public can go in absorbing these fantastic charges. Beyond that 
limit, there can only be a decline in gasoline consumption to the end 
that the fundamental purpose of gasoline taxes can very well be 
defeated. 

How do we know these facts? It must be pointed out that the 
service-station operator is closest to the thinking and expressed re- 
sentment of the motoring public in the matter of gasoline costs, for 
it is the service-station operator who deals daily with the motorists— 
his customers. 

Weare the ones they tell their gripes to. 

We, therefore, urge this committee to give due consideration to our 
testimony and that no action increasing gasoline taxes for the District 
of Columbia be approved at this time. 

Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, 
gentlemen ? 

Mr. Waker. I would like at this time to present Mr. Briscoe, 
who has some further testimony of further facts along this line. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. Thank you, Mr. 
Walker. 

We will now hear from Mr. Charles W. L. Briscoe, of the Metro- 
politan Retail Gasoline Dealers’ Association. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. L. BRISCOE, METROPOLITAN RETAIL 
GASOLINE DEALERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Briscor. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles W. L. Briscoe. 
| ama copartner and comanager of the firm of Spe ed and Briscoe. We 
own and operate a sizable motor-truck terminal in Washington. 

I appear here in the interest of our firm and at the same time in 
the interest of the District of Columbia to oppose title 13 of H. R. 
7389, now before this committee. 

I am not here to debate the merits or demerits of the public-works 
program proposed by the Commissioners of the District. As a resi- 
dent of the District, I concede the need for such a program. Inde ed, 
| take this opportunity to say that if the management and operation 
of the Highway Department, with which we are quite familiar, may 
be taken as a criterion, I know that the entire program will be well 
administered. 

I take serious issue, however, with one of the methods proposed to 
help finance the program. I refer to the suggested increase in gaso- 
line taxes. It is my studied and considered opinion that, in the light 
of established gasoline taxes in the States adjacent to the small area 
that constitutes this seat of government, the District is collecting just 
about the maximum it can expect from this source of revenue by leav- 
ing the local gasoline tax at 5 cents per gallon. I think I can demon- 
strate that, factually, this conclusion is sound. 

It is well known that operating expenses of gasoline service stations 
in nearby Maryland and Virginia are much less than they are in the 
District. Consequently, if the taxes here are equalized with those 
of the two States, Maryland and Virginia dealers will be enabled to 
undersell District retailers. 

This fact, taken together with the greatly accelerated program of 
building large, modern gasoline stations outside the District, will 
cause local stations to suffer seriously from any price disadvantage. 

Washington has, for vears, been noted for its low gasoline prices. 
This reputation goes back to the years before 1941 when the tax 
here was only 2 cents per gallon. It was at that time that sions 
appeared on gasoline stations all over nearby Maryland and Virginia 
reading “D. C. prices.” This widely displayed legend became known 
up and down the east coast as the symbol of very low gasoline prices. 
The result was that in addition to a large volume of out-of-State pas- 
senger-car business attracted to the District, Washington became a 
major fueling point for the tremendous number of trucks th: at pass 
thecal here carrying freight between shippers and consumers in the 
North and the South. 

The rapid increase in gasoline taxes in the eons since 1941 has 
caused this out-of-State business to diminish, but it still remains a 
sizable proportion of the total local gallonage. By conservative esti- 
mate, at least 20 percent of the taxable fuel ¢ rallons sold in the District 
goes into trucks licensed in other jurisdictions. 

Now, if you please, I should like to direct your attention to the 
practical side of this business from over-the-road trucks. Most of 
these trucks have a fuel capacity of about 150 gallons and they average 
about 5 miles to the gallon. Virginia law requires out-of State trucks 
to purchase within the Commonwealth of Virginia the amount of fuel 
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necessary to drive through the State. This law is rigidly enforced, 
and, accordingly, interstate truck traflic must stop to m: ike fuel pur- 
chases in Virginia. 

To the north in New Jersey, which is only 200 miles or 40 gallons 
away, fuel for trucks can now be bought for 2 cents per gallon less than 
it can here because the fuel tax in New Jersey is only 3 cents per gallon. 

Now, if the trucks fill up with gas in New Jersey, where the cost to 
them is the lowest along the coast, and they must stop for a fuel pu 
chase in Virginia, what incentive is there for them to stop in Wash 
ington to buy gasoline if the price here is the same as that in Virginia! 
Believe me, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, these truckers are extremely 
cost conscious, they can figure just as well as we, and I assure you that 
they just won’t do their buying of fuel here. 

Another fact regarding price differential is worthy of note. Cost 
of fuel to the retailer in the whole coastal area is based on the ocean 
terminal price plus freight to destination. Gasoline for the Baltimore 
and Washington markets is delivered in water-borne tankers at Bal 
more and it costs six-tenths of a cent more per gallon over the Balti 
more price to deliver the fuel here. Accordingly, if the tax in the 
District is equal to that in Maryland, the retail price in Baltimore is 
bound to be at least one-half cent less and perhaps even 1 cent less p 
gallon than it is here. 

Couple this with what I have shown you about the price in a 
Jersey being 2 cents lower than it is in the District and the compul 
sory purchase of truck fuel in Virginia and then consider how Wash 
ington is going to fare with an increased gas tax. 

Statistics supplied by the United States Bureau of Public Roads 
reveal startling facts about average fuel consumption per registered 
vehicle. ‘The consumption of gasoline per registered vehicle is greate1 
by far in the District than in any nearby State and greater by fa: 
than the national average. Based on 1952 tax returns, the Washing 
ton rate is 1,078 gallons per vehicle, compared to 876 in Virginia, 769 
in Maryland, and 782 in the entire country. But the picture is chang 
ing. The figures for 1953 show a decline in District consumptioi 
while the near by States show an increase, 

This trend was speeded up recently when, for a l-year period end 
ing in June 1953, the gasoline tax inthe District equaled that in Mary 
land. The latest available monthly figures demonstrate that the de- 
cline in District gallonage continues despite increased automobile 
registrations. On the other hand, gallonage in nearby States is on 
the increase, 

Simple arithmetic establishes that if the average annual consump- 
tion of gasoline per vehicle in the District declines to that of the na 
tional average, the revenue to the District from a 6-cent tax will not 
equal the return in dollars from the current 5-cent tax. 

Gentlemen, the gasoline tax situation in the District of Columbia 
is in delicate balance. The number of taxable gallons sold here bears 
a direct relationship to the tax structure here as compared to the tax 
structures in nearby States. The law of diminishing returns is not 
one that can be repealed by legislation. In a political subdivision 
as small as the District it is easy to demonstrate that the flow of gas- 
oline through the pumps of local dealers can be reduced to a trickle. 

There is hardly a gasoline consumer in the city who could not read- 
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ily and conveniently deal in a Maryland or Virginia service station 
now in existence and I predict that more and larger service stations 
will line the District boundaries if the tax is increased just as loan 
companies swarm across the District lines because local operations are 
unprofitable. 

No one will gainsay that if the gasoline tax here were raised to 9 
cents or 10 cents per gallon while Maryland and Virginia taxes remain 
unchanged there would be no fuel sales here and no tax revenue in the 
District coffers therefrom. Who is able to forecast at exactly what 
point the weight of the tax will cause a decline in sales to the extent 
that the law of diminishing returns will take its inevitable toll. This 

uch we know: Washington has earned such a re putation for low 
casoline prices that consumption here per registered vehicle is greater 
than it is anywhere else; when a motorist or trucker stops for gas 
lie buys tires, accessories of all kinds, food and even other articles 
for personal consumption; all of this trade brings revenue into the 
District treasury; today’s economy make all of us cost-conscious and 
buying habits change to meet the drain on the pocketbook; and even 

while the gasoline tax in the District is 1 cent per gallon under that of 
arby States, local gallonage is declining. 

W ith the firm conviction that I have analyzed the situation cor- 
rectly, I say to the members of this committee that any attempt to raise 

he gasoline tax here and thereby equalize it with the neighboring 
States will prove to be extremely costly to the business people of the 
District, to the District residents and to the highway fund revenues 
I urge you to omit it from the pending legislation. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Briscoe, this is the third 
ncrease that I can recall in the last 6 or 7 years. 

Do you remember how long ago it was that the last increase was 
granted ? 

Mr. Briscor. Yes, sir; in June of 1952. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think that is absolutely 
right. 

Mr. Briscon. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. When was the previous in- 
crease before that ? 

Mr. Briscor. I would say a couple of years before that, in 1947 or 
1948, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. So that this is the third 
increase since 1948 ? 

Mr. Briscor. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. As I recall it at the time of 
the last increase to the 5-cent rate in the District of Columbia, at that 
time the Maryland rate was also 5 cents a gallon / 

Mr. Briscor. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And subsequent to that they 
lave increased their gasoline tax to 6 cents? 

Mr. Briscor. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. So we are sort of the little 
ball in the middle between Virginia and Maryland. 

Mr. Briscor. But the situation is that while the national consump- 
tion is higher and the consumption in the neighboring States is higher, 
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we have got a declining figure, despite the fact that we have more 
cars registered on the books. 

I have suggested to the Commissioners and it will only take but a 
second, and I could go over this for you. I will reduce something into 
writing as an alternative. 

As I understand it, the Commissioners want to raise $750,000 in this 
way, which is tantamount to an admission that the gasoline gallonage 
is going to go off 10 percent. If $750,000 is what they need, and also 
included in this aaa is a proposal to lessen the cost of buying new 
tags each year, from an average of something like $50 to $20, wouldn't 
it be a good idea to reduce that from $50 to $23.50¢ That would be a 
positive tax. You know how much they will get out of that. 

This gasoline thing means that it would be possible to be $10 ot 
maybe $30. 

Re »presentative Harris. Will you please state those figures again ? 

Mr. Briscor. There is a proposal, and I think also in this bill, and 
1 am not too certain about it, that they want to reduce the cost of 
buying new tags, which are carried at about $50 to around $20 on a 
sliding seale of $20 for the cheaper cars, and $30 for the more expen- 
sive or the heavier cars, which are the more expensive cars. 

As I understand it, they are going to eliminate the personal property 
tax on automobiles for the District, which materially lessens the cost 
of getting new tags each year. They want to reduce that to a flat fee 
of something like $20 for the light cars, and $30 for the more expen- 
sive cars. 

We have got roughly 200,000 registrations here. Let us say 314 
times that would give them roughly. the $750,000. That is a positive 
tax. You know you will get that. 

At the same time it saves the motorist money. If the motorist pays 
a cent more for taxes here per gallon, he will pay $7.50 per year over 
a period of time, thus he would pay $7.50 more when he licenses his 
automobile. 

But on the other hand, the reduction in cost in buying that license 
is so tremendous he would be delighted. I know I would be delighted 
to buy my tags for $23.50. I think last year it cost me $97.50. 

Representative Harris. That is your property tax on your auto- 
mobile, plus your license ? 

Mr. Briscor. Altogether it cost me $97.50. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That is just the tags? 

Representative Harris. That includes the property tax, too. 

Mr. Briscor. Yes, sir; and this property tax on your household 
goods you declare that differently. 

Representativ e O'Hara of Minnesota. That is separate and distinct. 

Representative Harris. Maybe we had best not go into that too far. 
We might be required to get a license to keep the property in the 
house. 

Mr. Briscor. I think it is sound and it seems to me satisfactory, as a 
practical fellow. i 

Thank you very much for allowing me to testify. 

Representative O’Hara of Mimnesota. We appreciate very much 
your outlining the very practical situation, Mr. Briscoe. 

We will now hear from Mr. Aaron Goldman, president of the G. B. 
Macke Corp. 





vast haar abil 




















x 
4 
g 
> 
a 
| 
: 


ne ee Sh AS 


La. 


Ee Sos 


My 









473 
STATEMENT OF AARON GOLDMAN, PRESIDENT, G. B. MACKE CORP. 


PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 





Mr. GorpmaNn. Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the com- 
mittee, my name is Aaron Goldman, and I have been a resident of the 
District of Columbia since my birth. I am president of the G. B. 
Macke Corp., a firm organized in 1926, for the distribution of cigarettes 
and other merchandise through automatic vending machines. I speak 
on behalf of this firm and the 12 or more similar firms whose vending 
machines are used by 2,600 retail merchants in Washington, and in my 
own behalf, as a citizen of the community. 

Before speaking in opposition to the proposed increased tax on 
cigarettes, I would like to associate myself with the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia and the other public and private groups and 
individuals who have endorsed the long-range public-works program 
contained in the legislation which is now before you. I associate 
myself completely with the sentiments which appeared in the lead 
editorial of the Washington Post of January 23: 

If there were any doubt about the necessity of enacting the District public 
works bill, it has disappeared with the submission of the local budget to Congress 
rhe budget has been almost completely stripped of capital improvements, except 
for items to be financed by the highways and water funds. The necessity of 
holding expenditures down to the level of estimated revenue forced the Com- 
missioners to eliminate all funds for new schools, libraries, recreation centers, 

ealth, welfare, and corrections buildings, and storm and sanitary sewers. With 
out a supplementary public-works program, this wolf-at-the-door budget would 
be a surrender to municipal despair. 

Some idea of the deficiencies of the budget may be gained by glancing at the 
estimates for the public schools. The Board of Education asked for $40,807,- 
500, and that sum has been trimmed to $27,439,000, or $2,574,518 less than the 
Board has to spend in the current year. The Sanitary Engineering Department 
found its estimates slashed from $17,346,935 to $10,794,000. In other words, 
departments that are far behind in construction programs have been reduced to 

maintenance basis. The District could not accept these reductions as final 

ithout slipping backward toward municipal decay. 

I think that I know the District’s fiseal needs as well as the average 
Washington citizen. Such knowledge stems from a long association 
with a number of agencies and organizations which have the welfare 
of this community at heart. 

I am aware personally of the anomalous situation of one who ap- 
proves the general objective of proposed legislation and yet finds it 
necessary to object to one of the particular methods of obtaining that 
objective. Such is my particular situation and I trust the honorable 
members of this committee will understand the motives which impel 
me to voice my objections to the proposed cigarette tax which would 
raise the existing levy of 1 cent to 2 cents per package. 

The proposed tax is an unfair tax, I submit, gentlemen, because it 
would militate against the 5,200 Washington retailers who are obliged 
to sell cigarettes in competition with retailers just over the line in 
Maryland and Virginia, in which States there is no tax whatsoever on 
cigarettes—at the present time no tax whatsoever. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Don’t they have a sales tax ? 

Mr. GotpMan. A sales tax applies to sales over 50 cents, and since 
the sale of a package of cigarettes is under 50 cents, there is no tax. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. If you bought a carton, it 
would apply to that. 

Mr. GotpMAN. Yes, it would in that event. 
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Metropolitan Washington, comprising the District of Columbia and 
the adjacent counties of Maryland and Virginia, is a single trading 
area. The latest population statistics show that over 1,600,000 people 
live in this metropolitan area, about one-half in the District itself. 

One does not have to be an economist to predict where the larger 
share of the cigarette business is going to go if there are 3 adjacent 
jurisdictions, of which 2 levy no tax and the third is obliged to levy 
a tax of 2 cents per package, or 20 cents per carton. 

This flow of cigarette business out of the District into the surround- 
ing counties is already taking place because of the existing 1-cent tax 
levied in the District. The latest District report shows local ciga- 
rette revenues dropped over 7 percent in 1953 compared to 1952, which 
is 314 times the national decrease. 

Quoting from the article which appeared in the Washington Star 
of January 12, 1954: 

Tax officials blame part of this decline here on the fact that adjoining Mary- 
land and Virginia have no State taxes. 

District tax officials have looked into their crystal ball and have 
estimated that under a 2-cent tax levy, retail cigarette sales in the Dis 
trict will drop another 20 percent. It is my opinion that the decline 
will on close to 40 percent. But even accepting the 20-percent estimate 
of the District officials, this still accounts for the loss to District. re- 
tailers of the sale of approximately 2 5 million packages of cigarettes 
per year. 

At an average selling price of 22 cents per package, this will amount 
to an annual loss in volume to District retailers of $5,500,000, using the 
Distric tax collector’s estimate, my opinion is that the loss will be 
closer to $10 million. I leave to the good judgment of this committee 
the extent of the decline when there is not less than a 17-cent price per 

carton differential between the price one pays for cigarettes in the 

District as compared to just over the boundary line in Maryland and 
Virginia, particularly when one-half of the population of this metro- 
politan area lives in Maryland and Virginia. 

Whether the loss is $5,500,000 or $10 million is a matter of con- 
jecture. Ido think, however, ‘that it is a matter of common know ledge 
that cigarettes are sold in many establishments as a leader—in order 
to attract other business of a more profitable nature. If the present 
legislation is enacted, District retailers will be at a distinct disad- 

vantage in this respect unless they are willing to sell cigarettes at a loss 
in order to bri ing themselves into line with their more favored competi- 
tors in Maryland and Virginia. 

I hope that the honorable members of this committee will agree with 
me that the enactment of such a tax would be an inequitable and dis- 
criminatory burden on Washington merchants, causing them to lose, 
by the Commissioner’s own estimate, direct sales of $5,500,000 per year 
and a much greater loss in the sale of other commodities which com- 
plement the s sale of ¢ igarettes. 

It is Washington merchants such as myself who must pay the Dis- 
trict income taxes, personal property taxes, use taxes, real-estate and 
other taxes. I maintain it is unwise for our District Commissioners to 
recommend special excise levies on cigarettes when there is no such 
tax in the counties or cities adjacent to Washington. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the President of the United States 
that we must make this Capital City worthy of our great Nation, but 
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this noble objective ought not be achieved by a burdensome and un- 
just tax which militates against the small District businessman who 
must compete in this area with businessmen in Virginia and Mary- 
land. 

I thank the honorable members of this committee for having given 
me this opportunity to present my views. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Goldman, we appreciate 
very much the presentation of your statement and the preciseness with 
which you have stated your views. 

Are there any questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Goldman. 

Mr. John L. C. Sullivan, representing the Centra] Business Associa- 
tion. 

Mr. Sullivan. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. C. SULLIVAN, PRESIDENT, CENTRAL 
BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Sutiivan. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Sullivan, may I inquire 
as to how much time you will take ¢ 

Mr. Suxziivan. About 2 minutes. 

Repersentative O’Hara of Minnesota. Two minutes? 

Mr. Suuiivan. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We are doing better all the 
time. 

Mr. Sutiivan. Mr. Chairman, my name is John L. C. Sullivan. I 
am president of the Central Business Association, which is right in the 
heart of the city of Washington. We are the small-business men, who 
own their own establishments, own the pharmacies, own the haber- 
dashery stores, printing shops, and so forth. 

We would like to go on record as endorsing the Federation of Busi- 
nessmen’s stand on the public-works program. 

We know it is necessary, but we think there ought to be some other 
inethod of financing it. 

Thank you very much. I appreciate the opportunity to be heard. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Wait a minute. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Just a minute, Mr. Sullivan. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. You think it is fine, but you 
don’t want to pay for it the way it is being planned to pay for it. In 
effect, you are saying, “Go ahead with this program, and you find a 
way to pay for it.” 

Mr. Suutxivan. Well, we have recommended something in that re- 
gard. I mean Mr. Striner spent quite a little while on the stand, and he 
put certain facts in the record on it. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Who is that? 

Mr. Sutiivan. Ben Striner. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Ben Striner. He appeared 
earlier. 

Mr. Suttivan. We don’t want to go a hundred and six million 
dollars in debt in 10 years’ time. That is what we think will happen 
under the present setup. 
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Representative Smiru of Virginia. Do you think we better just 
drop the whole matter ? 

Mr. Sutiivan. No. Maybe we can find some other method of finance. 
ing it. 

Representative Smira of Virginia. That is what I am asking 
you about. 

Mr. Suntivan. There is the Philadelphia plan, for instance, of 1 
percent. 

Re »prese ntative ALLEN of California. Everybody comes in and says, 
“Fine; let’s do it, but charge it to the other fellow.’ 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Weare w illing to pay our share, but I think the most 
equitable plan would be the Philadelphia plan of a 1-percent tax on 
everyone who lives or who works in the District of Columbia, whether 
they live in Virginia or Maryland. 

Representative O’H ARA of Minnesota. A wage tax? 

Mr. Suniivan. That’s it, a 1-percent withholding tax. 

I think Pittsburgh endorsed it day before yesterday. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Philadelphia, as a result of that 
tux, is fighting with New Jersey all the time. 

Mr. Suttivan. I think, if T am not mistaken, Pittsburgh just the 
other day endorsed the same plan, and the city of Pittsburgh is having 
it now. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That hasn’t removed the 
fighting that is going on in Philadelphia, though. 

Mr. Suuuivan. Probably not. It is just a few miles away. 

I think that is one way to do it. 

[ think also we ought to have the National Government operate the 
Zoological Park instead of the local residents. After all, it is a na 
tional park, and I think we ought to let them operate the local Rock 
Creek Park which the residents are paying for. That will also help. 

After all, when people come to this city, they come here to see the 
capital, and all the buildings here, and they also go out and see t! 
zoo and they also go out to the park. 

So, I think the National Government could foot the bill for that, 
and that would help the local residents who live here and are carry 
ing their share. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Sullivan, I would like to 
say to you, as one Irishman to another, ¢ gifted i in diplomacy, I think 
you have done yourself proud today. 

Mr. Suutivan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

[ am again taking the list as handed to me. The next witness on 
the list is Mr. Sturgis Warner, representing the Washington Home 
Rule Committee. 

Mr. Warner. 
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STATEMENT OF STURGIS WARNER, REPRESENTING THE 
WASHINGTON HOME RULE COMMITTEE 


Mr. Warner. Mr. O'Hara, I hope I am not going to set your time 
record back. Ihave got something that will take 12 minutes. I will 
try to do it in that time. I think it is a matter of real meat. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Warner, If 
you can cut it down to 10, we will be very grateful. 
” Mr. Warner. If I take 14, I hope you won’t be too unhappy. 

My name is Sturgis Warner—S-t-u-r-g-i-s W-a-r-n-e-r, 1 am a 
partner in the law firm of Jones, Day, ( ockley and Reavis. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Is this related to this project? 

Mr. Warner. It is; it is right on the button. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It is related to the bill? 

Mr. Warner. Yes, sir; right on the button. 

I am appearing really on my own behalf, but I want to reflect some 
of the financial thinking of some of the people of the Washington 
Home Rule Committee. 

My point is directed exactly at what Judge Smith was raising a few 
minutes ago, a narrow, very important position: How are we going 
to finance this matter / 

I am going to talk only about the financing aspect. 

The Commissioners and others have done a fine job in making the 
cause for the necessity of the prem I think there is no question 
about it. The one point is: How are we going to finance it so that 
it is going to be feasible and so thet you gentlemen can be successful 
in getting it through the Congress ¢ 

Now, as we all know, the financing plan has three parts to it—a 
Federal contribution, a tax increase and a borrowing from the 
Treasury. 

I am not going to comment about the Federal tax. As a taxpayer, 
I suppose I should go on record as wanting to have it bigger. 

Tam not going to comment about the taxes, although as a taxpayer 
! should comment for the record they ought to be smaller. 

| am going to concentrate only on the question of Federal borrow- 
ing and, in general, I am going to outline to you a possibility of 
financing part of that by private financing. 

Now, if you take the sections of the bill that relate to Treasury 
borrowing, it amounts to about $90 million of borrowing authorization 
and the District would pay interest to the Treasury on the amount 
borrowed on a 15-year borrowing. The present Government. rates 
are about 21% to 234 percent. 

What can we do in the way of private financing, bearing in mind 
that when you borrow from the Treasury you are paying taxable 
rates and every time you borrow from the Treasury you are putting 
more pressure on the national debt—and heaven knows we can’t afford 
that at this time, and Congress probably wouldn’t stand much of it. 

I would like to draw your attention, gentlemen, to a possible out and 
put in the record an excerpt from the Internal Revenue Code as it 
now stands, 

Some people have missed this section, section 22 (b), (4), which 
provides that the interest on municipal bonds are tax free. It is not 
generally remembered that that applies also to bonds issued by the 
District of Columbia. It is specific in the statute. 

There haven’t been any bonds of the District of Columbia for a 
good many years, certainly not since that aspect of the code was 
written, and sometimes it is forgotten; but it immediately suggests 
that a bond issued by the District. of Columbia, being tax free, might 
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be floated at a lower rate of interest than we can borrow taxable 
Treasury money. 

Let’s take a look and see how much is being borrowed today by 4 
municipalities throughout the country, through this tax-free system. 

I enclose for the record, or submit for the record, today’s New 2 
York Times, page 40—$5 million worth of bonds for Niagara Falls, | 

1.9 percent interest. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Mr. Warner, I think that is very 
well known. Everybody knows that 

Mr. Warner. All right, sir. I will just simply put that in the 
record. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That may be received for the 
record, and also the excerpt pertaining to the Internal Revenue Code. 

(The newspaper clipping and the excerpt from the Internal Rev- 
enue Code are as follows :) 
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[From the New York Times, January 28, 1954) 
ScHOoL Issue Soitp By NIAGARA FALLS 
$5,878,000 OF WOODBRIDGE, N. J., BONDS ARE WON BY BLYTH & CO. GROUP 


Niagara Falls, N. Y., sold $3,273,000 of school bonds yesterday to a syndicate 
headed by the Marine Trust Co., of Western New York at a bid of 100.2634 for 
obligations bearing 1.9-percent interest. 

Reoffering was at yields ranging from 0.95 percent to 2.15 percent. About 
$1,500,000 of the issue, due from 1955 to 1978, was unsold at the close of the day, 
the distributors reported. Participating in the offering are: 


Northern Trust Co. 

Continental Illinois. National Bank and Trust Co. 
R. W. Pressprich & Co. 

Roosevelt & Cross. 

B. J. VanIngen & Co. 

Wood, Struther & Co. 

Kenower, MacArthur & Co. 

Sills, Fairman & Harris. 


WOODBRIDGE, N. J. 


Woodbridge, N. J., sold $5,878,000 of sewer and incinerator bonds, due from 1955 
to 1984, to a syndicate headed by Blyth & Co., Inc., at a bid of 100.0079 for 3.70’s. 
Reoffering was at yields ranging from 2 to 3.75 percent. At the close, bonds in 
syndicate account were estimated at $2 million. 


OREGON 


The State of Oregon announced yesterday that it would offer on February 16 
an issue of $5 million of veterans’ welfare bonds dated April 1, 1954, and due on 
October 1, 1967. 


KANSAS CITY, MO. 
A bid designating an interest cost of 4.2062 percent submitted by Jehn Nuveen 


& Co., was the best reported here yesterday for an issue of $4,100,000 of garage 
revenue bonds of Kansas City, Mo. 





LUBBOOK, TEX. 


Lubbock, Tex., has designated February 9 for the sale of $2,550,000 of genera! 
obligation and revenue water bonds dated March 1, 1954, and maturing serially a 
from 1955 to 1974. 


MUSCATINE, IOWA 


On February 9 the Muscatine, Iowa, Independent School District will offer 
$1,100,000 of building bonds dated February 1, 1954, and due on February 1 from ; 
1956 to 1974. a 
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MARSHFIELD, MASS. 


Marshfield, Mass., will take bids on February 3 on $600,000 of school bonds 
dated February 15, 1954, and due on February 15 from 1955 to 1974. 





EXxcerPT FROM THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


“Sec, 22 * * * (b) ExchUSIONS FROM GROSS INCOME.—The following items shall 
not be included in gross income and shall be exempt from taxation under this 
chapter : 

* * * * * . * 

“(4) TAX-FREE INTEREST.—Interest upon (A) the obligation of a State, Terri- 
tory, or any political subdivision thereof, or the District of Columbia ;” 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. The question is: The District 
doesn’t have authority to borrow. 

Mr. Warner. I would like to come to that, sir, 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. All right. 

Mr. Warner. It does not have authority to borrow. It needs legis- 
lation to borrow. 

All that is needed is legislation. We are here before this comiait- 
tee for legislation. 

We are talking about legislative authority for borrowing from the 
Treasury. 

We can consider legislative authority to borrow by private sources. 

Now, I would like also, if I might, to put in the record a copy of 
the so-called blue list of current municipal offerings, which shows 
tax-free municipal bonds which have been issued by 46 of the 48 
States and by 2 Territories. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It may not be advisable to 
include that in the record, Mr. Warner, in toto, but it may be attached 
to the record as an exhibit in connection with your testimony. 

Mr. Warner. That is entirely satisfactory, Mr. O'Hara. 

I simply want to show how common it is, and also the Federal Terri- 
tories, which have the same relationship constitutionally as the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, are able to float bond issues, 

That is the point I wish to make. 

Now, Judge Smith is quite right, of course. There is no legislative 
authority to borrow. 

Let’s take a look at the kind of legislation which would be needed. 

The legislation could be included in this bill, if this committee con- 
siders it desirable to do so. 

There has been legislation drafted by other committees. 

Senator Case’s bill 2413 contains title VI, as an example. It would 
have to be tailored to fit this particular situation, but it would provide 
for authorization to the District to borrow up to 5 percent of the 
taxable real estate, the value of the taxable real estate, which would 
be about $90 million, and we are talking now under this bill about 90 
million, borrowing it from the Treasury. 

I am suggesting some of that $90 million could be borrowed at a 
lower rate from private sources, by floating a bond issue. 

We needn’t go into the complications of the legislation. It has not 
been drafted. It can be drafted. 

What is far more important are the financial details. 
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As far as I know—and I have to qualify that, as far as I know—no 
one has presented the case to you as to whether a bond house, that is, a 
regular municipal bond dealer, could or could not beat the Treasury 
rate. 

I suspect the Treasury rate of 234 percent could be beaten. Of 
course, every time you save a half percent on $90 million, you are savy- 
ing $4! 50,000 a year. 

1 am suggesting to you gentlemen that has got to be explored, and 
it has got to be explored by getting municipal bond specialists—and 
they are a very special breed of bond salesmen—to come down here 
and look the ¢ ity over. 

I don’t think it will cost the city a cent. All that has to be done is 
that this committee advise that it is willing to consider legislation 
to authorize the issuance of municipal bonds by the District of Colum- 
bia. If you make a statement to that effect and ask the Commissioners 
to invite the proposals from the municipal bond houses, they will be 
down like flies around a jar of honey; and they will be able to report, 
I suspect, within 2 weeks as to whether it is feasible, whether the 
municipal rates would be more attractive or less attractive than the 
Treasury rates. 

Those bond houses are specialists. Those houses make money off of 
a thirty-second of a point profit to them. They are pretty tight 
figurers. 

[ just don’t think, gentlemen, we can afford to go to the Congress 
with this public-works program without plugging that hole in our 
case, that we be in a position to say, “We can do some of it by private 
financing,” or “Gentlemen, we have explored it and we can’t do it 
because the municipal bond rate would be higher than the Federal 
rate.” 

I just think we’ve got to plug that hole. 

Now, it means new thinking, but it shouldn’t take long to get that 
hole plugged along the lines I have suggested. 

Specifically wh: at suggest is that you ask the Commissioners ques- 
tions along these lines, which I wish to submit for the record. I won't 
read this, but these are questions entitled “Suggested Questions To Be 
Asked by the House and Senate District Committees Relative to Pos- 
sible Private Financing of Part of the District of Columbia Public 
Works Program.” There are six questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Warner, that may be 
submitted and made a part of your testimony at this point in the 
record. 

(The list of questions referred to is as follows :) 


SvuGcEstep QUESTIONS To Be ASKED BY THE Hovse ANp Senate District Com- 
MITTEES RELATIVE TO banner é PRIVATE FINANCING OF Part or THE DISTRICT OF 
CoLuMBIA PuBLic WoRKsS PROGRAM 


1. Sections 402 (a) and 701 of H. R. 7389 would authorize the Treasury, under 
certain circumstances, to loan up to $90 million to the District with interest. 
Has consideration been given to the extent to which, with appropriate legisla- 
tion which could be incorporated in H. R. 7389, some or all of this debt could be 
privately financed by tax-free bonds? 

2. If consideration has been given to this matter, have one or more responsible 
municipal bond dealer specialists been asked to submit proposals to the District 
government, including (@) an outline of necessary legislative authority and 
(>) an estimate of the interest rates and other terms and conditions which such 
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bonds would require in order to make them commercially acceptable? If so, 
who are the specialists who have reported, and what are the results of their 
re] orts? 

3. If no dealer specialists have been consulted or have submitted such advice, 
have any other experts in municipal bond financing submitted any report to 
the District government on the points raised in paragraphs 1 and 2? If so, 
who has submitted such reports and with what results? 

4. If no municipal bond dealer specialists have been requested to assist the 
District government in this respect, will the Commissioners communicate with 
two or three such specialists and ask whether they will, without charge to the 
Commissioners, make the proposals referred to in paragraph 2 to the Commis- 
signers Within 3 weeks, without charge but subject, of course, to their usual 
commissions from any bond issue which may be authorized and in which they 
participate? Would such specialists be willing to testify before the joint sub- 
committee as to their conclusions? 

5. If it is not possible to obtain advice on municipal financing in accordance 
with the plan outlined in paragraph 4, what suggestions do the Commissioners 
have as to practical methods of obtaining the requisite information? 

6. Among the questions to be determined in this connection beth by the 
municipal bond experts and by the District government should be the prac- 
ticability and desirability of providing for a referendum on the bond issues in 
auy enabling legislation. Conclusions in this regard should include an esti- 
mate of the cost of conducting an appropriate referendum and an advice as to 
the necessity and desirability of so doing both from the viewpoint of the 

arketability of the bonds and from the viewpoint of the general effect on the 
District. 

Mr. Warner. As I say, I have no idea as to the answer to this, but 
we have got to plug the hole now. 

There may be an answer. Maybe this has all been worked out. I 
haven’t heard it. If it has been worked out and the answer is that 
it is not feasible or not economic, then we have got the case sewed up 
as far as the Congress is concerned. 

Representative Tauie. Is it your thought if the interest rate of the 
bonds were, say, 214 percent the bond houses would pay a premium 
and make the effective rate lower? 

Mr. Warner. Well, I am in no position to figure what the rate 
would be, sir, but the fact is municipal bonds are offered at quite low 
rates, as low as 134 percent. 

Representative Tatie. Yes. 

Mr. Warner. I don’t know what could be done here, where you 
have no experience, 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Warner, what thought 
have you given to the compulsory retirement, serially, of these bonds? 

We have had over the years some very painful experiences with 
municipal bond issues in which cities went on voting and voting bonds 
and made absolutely no arrangement to retire them, so that when they 
finally matured there was no money to pay them and they had to issue 
a new bond issue to take that up. 

Mr. Warner. You are quite right, sir. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. There are some States which 
require in the issuance of municipal bonds that they must be paid off 
serially, which I think is a very wise provision. 

Now, have you given any thought to that? 

Mr. Warner. I haven't, sir, given thought to the details of the 
legislation. I think that certainly is one of the factors that should 
be included. Certainly there ought to be a limitation on the amount 
of borrowing, and I think that question of serial retirement should 

9 
be included. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Of course, the historical ex- 
perience of the District was rather painful when they had home rule 
and they got into some very necessary bond issues, which were neces 
sary at the time, in the matter of capital outlays here. 

Mr. Warner. That’s right. 

Representative O’Hara ‘of Minnesota. But then, finally, as I under- 
stand it, they were never paid, and finally Congress picked up the chips 
on them and paid them. 

That was one of the unpleasant experiences which we have had in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Warner. That’s right, sir. If I may comment on that, that 
is one of the reasons why the matter has got to be very carefull) 
drafted, so just exactly that thing won’t happen again. It has got | 
to be limited by Congress. 

Today the bond market is such if the city tries to issue anything | 
that is over a legal ceiling the bond-house lawyers will pick that 
up like a shot, and they will say, “No soap in that bond issue.” 

So, the various restrictions ought to be written into the basic act. 
You are quite right about that, sir, and they were not written into 
it in the seventies. That is exactly the trouble we got into in the 
seventies. 

I should point out there that Congress, in the 1878 act which 
repealed the territorial provision, did a few things which no Con- 
gress today would do. It took away the fr: anchise on the ground 
that the city was broke. I don’t think any of us would countenance 
that as a kind of action we would take today. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is difficult to know what 
we would do, Mr. Warner. 

Mr. Warner. That is right; but I suspect that would not have be: 
done today. If it were not for that, we probably would still have 
home rule today. 

I suggest to you gentlemen that before this thing leaves the House 
committee it has got to be plugged because we are going to have 
plenty of opponents all the way up and down the line, “and they will 
pick that one up like a shot. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Warner, the matter will 
have the consideration of the committee, the joint committee, and we 
are very grateful for your presentation of it. 

Mr. Warner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. The next witness is Dr. Paul 
Cooke, representing the American Veterans Committee. 

Dr. Cooke, how much time do you think you will need ? 

Dr. Cooxe. Five minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is wonderful, Mr. 
Cooke. 

Do you have a statement ? 
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STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL COOKE, REPRESENTING AMERICAN 
VETERANS COMMITTEE 


Dr. Cooxr. I would like to file that with your reporter. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. File 2 copies, 
if you will, because of the 2 records. 

(The prepared statement of Dr. Cooke is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF Dr. PAUL COOKE, CHAIRMAN, AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE, 
DisTrict AFFAIRS 


As veterans whose guiding principles for the 10 years of our existence has 
been “citizens first—veterans second,” the American Veterans Committee is 
pleased to support wholeheartedly the extensive program for public works for 
the District of Columbia. The Nation’s Capital, we believe after study, needs 
this program. 

As veterans who have banded together without reference to our race or religion, 
AVC must also take the position that any bill authorizing the expenditure of 
public funds, a bill such as H. R. 6791 (83d Cong.), must contain a provision 
barring any public construction to be provided for citizens according to their 
race. 

AVC believes such a position is sound for at least three reasons— 

1. The character of segregated public facilities in the District of Columbia, 
and we recognize happily that both publicly and privately the Nation’s Capital 
is moving away from segregation, has been distinctly unsatisfactory. The 
newspapers faithfully report the inadequacies of the present dual school system, 
and we do not think it acceptable to wait on a decision of the Supreme Court. 
Numerous other public facilities are also based on the race of the citizen. 

2. AVC further takes the position that to segregate American citizens on the 
basis of their race is contrary to the American Constitution, to the principles 
of our democracy, and that to appropriate the tax money of ail the citizens 
to be used on the basis of race is also not in accordance with the Constitution. 

3. The position of President Eisenhower and the administration in reference 
to segregation in the District of Columbia, and particularly as far as official 
segregation is concerned, is clear. On many, many occasions the President has 
forthrightly spoken out against segregation supported by Federal funds. 

AVC urges the committee to amend H. R. 6791, section 701, page 30, to require 
that no funds be used for the construction of segregated facilities. 

Dr. Cooxr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Paul Cooke. I am chairman of the American Veterans Committee 
of the Washington, D. C., chapter on District affairs. 

We have been associated together for the last 10 years as veterans, 
and during that time have given a great deal of thought and study 
to improvement of the District of Columbia in a great number of 
phases, other than simply public works. 

Now, we support the public-works plan as presented to your com- 
mittee by the District Commissioners. We feel there is every need in 
the District for those improvements and health facilities, school and 
recreation, welfare, storm-water sewers, and so forth. 

We feel that way because one of our mottos is that we are citizens 
first and veterans second. So, we wholeheartedly stand behind the 
public-works program because the national capital needs this plan. 

As veterans, though, we are banding together without reference 

>> aro = 5 
to our race or religion. 

We also take the position that any bill authorizing public works 
should contain a clause which would bar any public construction to 
be provided for citizens according to their race. Therefore, we would 
not support public construction which would call for a white swim- 
ming pool and a Negro swimming pool—and I believe that is the 
essence of the recommendation of the Superintendent of Recreation. 
If we can go by his previous annual estimates for his needs in recre- 
ation, it would mean that. 

We believe that public works in the schools would be on the basis 
of the race of the citizen because of the present procedure. 

We believe that in public works and public welfare and health, if 
certain examples now existing in the District are continued, we would 
have a continuance of segregation in public works, and we do not 
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think any Federal appropriation should substantiate racial segre- 
gation. 

We believe our position is sound for several reasons: First, that the 
character of segregated public facilities has never meant full facility 
for both groups. Sometimes even a white child or a white man has 
suffered ; but, for the most part, the Negro has suffered. 

We have never seen that segregated facilties, and particularly in 
our national capital, have meant equal facilities. 

We take the position further that it would be contrary to the prin- 
ciples of American democracy and the American Constitution for a 
congressional committee to authorize funds which it knows will be 
spent according to the race of the citizen and not according to his 
need and to his use. 

We feel further that the position of the President of the United 
States and his administration, since he came into office, have been 
clear guides to what they feel should exist in the National Capital, 
namely, that segregation where the Federal Government is involved 
should be ended. 

The President spoke no later than in his state of the Union message, 
when he noted that advances had been made; and we recognize, as 
veterans, and are very pleased, that advances have been made, but 
not sufficient advances have been made in public facilities for us to 
support any bill which will further authorize segregation by race. 

We believe that the committee has authority in drawing up legis- 
lation to authorize the appropriation of funds, that it has authority 
to include a clause which will say no public funds appropriated for 
these public works shall be used for the construction based on the race 
of the consumer or the user. 

We urge consideration by the committee of our whole presentation, 
and specifically by recommendation that the committee use its powers 
to include in the authorization section a proviso that there will be no 
racial segregation continued in these public funds. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Does that conclude you 
statement, Doctor ? 

Dr. Cooxr. That concludes it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, 
gentlemen ? 

Representative ALLEN of California. Dr, Cooke, is there any pro- 
vision in the bill, as written, which provides for segregation ? 

Dr. Cooxe. There is no provision which provides for segregation, 
and there is no provision which I am aware of which would prevent it. 

Representative Aten of California. You are anticipating that 
the administration will be wrong, according to your way of looking 
at it? . 

Dr. Cooke. I wouldn’t say they are wrong, sir. I would say I 
anticipate the continuation of segregation in recreation, in education, 
in public welfare and health, unless the Congress of the United States, 
by virtue of its authority under the Constitution of the United States 
speaks out, and I should hope they would. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Talle. 

Representative Tarte. No, thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith. 
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Representative Harris. Do we have segregation in the District of 
Columbia in health, welfare, and public health ? 

Dr. Cooke. Yes; there is segregation—for example the Industrial 
School for Colored Youth, the Industrial School for White Youth; 
the planning for Laurel has been on the basis of race so far; most of 
the health clinics are based on the race of the user. 

I think things are improving, sir, and it is disappearing both pub- 
licly and privately, but I think this committee could do a great deal 
to speed it along more rapidly in accordance with the position the 
President of the United States has taken if it would insert such a 
clause in any public works authorization. On 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. I suppose you are sufficiently 
familiar with the facts of life around here to realize that such a clause 
would kill the bill. 

Dr. Cooke. Well, I don’t know. It may have in the past, Judge, but 
this is a new time, a new era in our life, a new administration. It may 
not kill it now. 

We have had no experience under the 83d Congress of such an effort. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. I have had some experience in 
getting bills through Congress. 

Dr. Cooxr. Pardon. 

Representative Sairn of Virginia. I have had experience in getting 
bills through congress for the District of Columbia, and I know how 
very easily they can be killed. 

Dr. Cooxr. Well, we would like to hope you would include it, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You realize, Dr. Cooke, there 
are certain people who may be looking for an excuse to kill any bill 
pertaining to this program. 

Dr. Cooke. Yes. I have seen bills killed because of racial clauses. 
I don’t think it has happened in a Federal district, and I don’t think 
it will happen here, where the Nation’s Capital is involved, with the 
President taking the position he does today. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Dr. Cooke, what about the 
swimming pools of the district? Are they Federal 

Dr. Cooke. They are Federal, where the Federal Government has 
stepped in, and the Interior Department is authorized to maintain 
swimming pools for all people without regard to race; but where the 
Recreation Department has had a hand in it sometimes there has been 
segregation. 

They have now integrated the Rosedale School, but the last budget 
for the Recreation Department with respect to swimming pools, as 
I recall, called for 1 white and 1 Negro; and I take it this request in 
the public works, since there is no capital outlay in the normal budget 
request, is for white and Negro. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Doctor. We ap- 
preciate very much your testimony. 

Dr. Cooxr, Thank you, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

Dr. Cooke. I appreciate the opportunity for stating it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Gerhardt P. Van Arkel 
representing the Americans for Democratic Action. 


, 
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STATEMENT OF GERHARDT P. VAN ARKEL, REPRESENTING THE 
AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION 


Mr. Van Arxet. Mr. Chairman, I shall take about 45 seconds. 

My name is Gerhardt Van Arkel. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Van Arkel, as a former 
clerk of this committee, you certainly do appreciate time. 

Mr. Van ArkKEL. I do. 

I appear here for the Washington Chapter of the Americans for 
Democratic Action. 

I know the committee has many witnesses to hear. 

The Washington Chapter has carefully studied the Addison report, 
the work that the Bureau of the Budget and the Commissioners have 
done with it, and I would like to express our wholehearted support of 
the bill which is before you. 

I would like to make only a single observation: I think it is evident 
from everything the committee has heard that the residents of the 
District, one way or another, are going to have to pay more taxes to 
support this program. 

I haven’t the slightest doubt that the residents of the District would 
bear those burdens far more willingly, and it is my private conviction 
that those funds would be spent more economically, if the people who 
will be called on to pay those taxes had a voice in how they are to be 
spent. 

So, I urge you that you not consider this public works program as 
in any way antagonistic to or a shot for home rule for the citizens of 
the District of Columbia but, rather, as complementary measures, 
both of which require action. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Neither would you suggest 
we defer action until we get home rule? 

Mr. Van Arxet. No. I would not suggest that, Mr. Chairman. 

I solicit your aid in getting both bills through. 

Thank you, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Van Arkel. 

Mrs. Arthur C. Wagner, representing the Capitol Hill Southeast 
Citizens Association. 

Mrs. Wagner. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ARTHUR C. WAGNER, REPRESENTING THE 
CAPITOL HILL SOUTHEAST CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Mrs. Waener. I have sat so long I can hardly walk. 

Representative O’ Hama of Minnesota. I am sorry. We apologize 
for that. 

How much time are you going to take, Mrs. Wagner ¢ 

Mrs. Waener. Five minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Five minutes, Mrs. Wagner. 
Very well. 

Do you have a statement which you would like to have filed? 

Mrs. Waener. That is correct. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. If you have 2 of them, it 
would be of great advantage because of the 2 records. 

(Mrs. Wagner’s prepared statement is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF Mrs. ARTHUR C. WAGNER, REPRESENTING THE CapPiToL HILL 
SOUTHEAST CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


It is generally recognized that many of the physical features of the institu- 
tions of the Nation’s Capital are in need of repairs and expansion. The Capitol 
Hill Southeast Citizens Association is in favor of a long-range program to 
meet present unmet needs resulting from an unsound fiscal relationship between 
the District and Federal controlling bodies, as well as the increasing burden 
on public health, public welfare, and the school funds due to shifting popula- 
tion composition. 
’ 4 We believe that if the citizens back home knew of the impending crisis now 
3 threatening the financial structure of their Capital city, they would be gravely 
concerned and insist upon remedial action to correct inequities and preserve 
the city, which is the pride of the Nation. Circumstances peculiar to the 


; ’ Capital, such as limitations on revenue-producing methods freely used by other 
p municipalities such as taxing of income at the source and tolls, limitation to less 
f 3 than 48 percent of the total area for real-estate taxation, limitation of city 


boundaries by law thus excluding the inclusion of newer more productive tax 
areas, to list but a few, pose a problem, which in our opinion, should be studied 
carefully so that the future welfare of the city will be protected. 

We respectfully submit the following considerations when legislation is 





; drafted to’ provide funds for maintaining services necessary to the well-being of 
the residents of Washington: 

1. Consideration of the adverse affect on population migration of raising the 

1 per capita tax $20 above Montgomery County, and $42 above Arlington, as well 
n as increasing the gasoline, cigarette, etc., taxes to equal or exceed adjoining 
0 abe ‘ . oa . . ; a 

2. Consideration of divorcing completely from the legislation specific sums 

e of money for specific projects. Certainly it cannot be accurately forecast in 
dollars what the needs will be 10 years from now. 
s 3. Consideration of setting up a fair fixed financial obligation in relation to 
f ; the overall District budget for the Federal Government, such as was done in 
6 the organic act of 1878 and later ignored by Congress. 
3 j 4. Consideration of the fairness of the share of cost, now being borne and 
further proposed for District taxpayers, of development of the greater Wash- 
t ington area for such capital improvements as bridges, sewer systems and the 
; like, benefitting in no less degree the residents of the adjoining States of Mary- 
land and Virginia, who dc not bear their fair share of the costs. 

5. Consideration of the highway program from the viewpoint of a compre- 
hensive program to expedite the transportation of people over existing railroad 
right-of-way and rapid transit, rather than the building of more roads and 

| bridges to bring in more automobiles to impose more parking and traffic prob- 
P 4 lems, the cost of which would be added to the District of Columbia budget. 
t i The Capitol Hill Southeast Citizens Association has never endorsed the public- 


-) works program because we are opposed to the highway program as it affects 
'™ ourarea. We have repeatedly voiced our opposition (1952 statement attached) 
to the proposed inner loop cutting through the residential area which is now 
' being immeasurably improved by individual financing and enterprise. We have 
E — repeatedly voiced our opposition to the funneling of traffic through our area 
that wants to bypass the city but is unable to do so because of lack of bridges 
and roads. Specifically we are opposed to items 9 and 14 and parts of 28 of 
e the highway program as it appears in the Addison committee report dated 
September 26, 1952. 
ie ; We urge early consideration and approval of the Jones Point Bridge and ap- 
proaches and the connections to the Baltimore Freeway. 


"4 We are aware that hearings will be granted on specific projects before appro- 
bs priations are made. It only adds to confusion to have specific sums of money 
» frozen for projects that may be proved unwanted and unsound later. The en- 
r 3 abling legislation to take care of the cost of the building needs of the District 


should guarantee a sound, fiscal relationship between the District and Federal 
Governments so that the District is not soon bankrupt. 
Thank you for your consideration. 


See 


For HEARING WITH GENERAL ROBINSON, FeBRUARY 1952 


A group representing the financial and property interests on Capitol Hill 
southeast is opposed to the present plan of carrying the inner loop of automobile 
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traffic through the Capitol Hill southeast residential area, using North Carolina, 
lourth Street, and Sixth Streets SE. They recommend that the loop be placed 
along the edge of the residential area on K or L Street, and that the north and 
south connecting streets be placed at the eastern end in the vicinity of 15th 
Street which is commercial. 

No residential section can be developed with any freeway or large amount of 
automobile traffic through its streets or any truck routes passing Over its road- 
beds. 

This area is literally the front yard of our Nation’s Capital, and potentially 
one of the finest residential sections in the city, owing to its proximity to the 
famous Government buildings, especially the United States Capitol. 

As planned by Major L’Enfant, there are numerous public parks and wide, 
beautifully laid-out streets, as well as many historic houses. Hundreds of thou- 
sands of dollars are being invested by private enterprise to develop a residential 
neighborhood suitable for the surroundings of the National Capitol upon which 
the eyes of the world are now focused. 

It is poor city planning to bisect a good and developing residential area by 
through-highway traffic, and thereby destroy its beauty and potentiality. A\l- 
ready the restoration program has reached Third Street SE., and next will come 
Fourth Street—the street that it is proposed to widen. The widening would of 
course destroy its attractiveness as a residential street. Sixth Street it is also 
proposed to widen; Seward Square to be treated with asphalt (as Washington 
Circle was recently paved) and then in a few years the resultant heavy traffic 
would necessitate an underpass at Seward Square—similar to that now being 
planned for Washington Circle. 

To widen North Carolina Avenue would necessitate the cutting down of large 
elm trees that will not again attain their present height for 50 years. 

Capitol Hill southeast is rapidly becoming an excellent residential section 
with corresponding future tax revenues similar to those now collected in George. 
town. 

The financial and property interests are urging the following traffic routes: 

1. They favor the retention of the present truck route at Third Street NW., 
routing trucks and heavy traffic northward to the northeast section of the city, 
and southward to the Potomac River Bridge. 

2. They favor the improvement and widening of K or L Street SE. to permit 
passenger cars to move easily and quickly from South Capitol eastward to 
Potomac Avenue SE., thence northward via 15th Street SE., or other suitable 
street in that area, to East Capitol Street Bridge, or on northward to northeast 
Washington. 

3. Fourth Street can still be one way south, but it should not be widened. 

4. Sixth Street can still be one way north but should not be widened. 

5. North Carolina Avehue SE. should be left as it now is. 

6. Seward Square should be left as it now is with its small parks. 

7. Shepherd’s Landing Bridge should be built as soon as possible from Federal 
funds to connect with a point below Alexandria, Va., to route traffic outside 
both Washington and Alexandria. 

Mrs. Waaner. I have been asked to represent the Capitol Hill 
Southeast Citizens Association at this hearing. 

It is generally recognized that many of the physical features of 
the institutions of the Nation’s Capital are in need of repairs and 
expansions. 

I think there’s no question as to that. 

The Capitol Hill Southeast Citizens Association is in favor of a 
long-range program to meet present unmet needs resulting from an 
unsound fiscal relationship between the District and Federal con- 
trolling bodies, as well as the increasing burden on public health, 
public welfare, and the school funds due to shifting population 
composition. 

We believe if the citizens back home knew of the impending crisis 
now threatening the financial structure of their capital city they 
would be gravely concerned. 

I know when I was back home in Ohio last summer many of m) 
friends expressed an interest in it, and when it is stated they dont 
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want you to vote for money they don’t understand the situation, 
Congressmen. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I hope you will -work on 
whoever the representative is from that district. 

Mrs. Waener. I will do my best, Congressman. 

Circumstances peculiar to the Capital, such as limitations on rev- 
enue-producing methods freely used by other municipalities, such as 
taxing of income at the source and tolls, toll bridges, limitations to 
less than 48 percent of the total area for real-estate taxation, limita- 
tion of city boundaries by law, thus excluding the inclusion of newer, 
more productive tax areas, to list but a few, pose a problem which, 

in our opinion, should be studied very carefully so that the future 
welfare of the city will be protected. 

We resp vectfully submit the following considerations when legis- 
lation is drafted to provide funds for maintaining services necessar Vy 
to the well-being of the residents of Washington : 

We would like for you to consider the adverse effect on population 
migration, of raising the per capita tax $20 above Montgomery 
County and $42 above Arlington, as well as increasing the gasoline 
and cigarette taxes to equal or to exceed the adjoining areas. 

We would like it to be considered carefully to see just exactly what 
effect it would have on the structure, the financial structure of the 
District. 

Consideration of divorcing completely from the legislation specific 
sums of money for specific projects. Certainly it cannot be accurately 
forecast in dollars what the needs will be 10 years from now. 

Consideration of setting up a fair, fixed financial obligation in 
relation to the overall District budget for the Federal Government. 

Consideration of the fairness of the share of cost, now being borne 
and further proposed for District taxpayers, of development of the 
Greater Washington area, 2 such capital improvements as bridges, 
sewer systems, and the like, benefiting in no less degree the residents 
of the adjoining States of Maryland and Virginia, who do not bear 
their fair share of the costs. 

Consideration of the highway program from the viewpoint of : 
comprehensive program to ‘expedite the transportation of people over 
existing railroad rights-of-way perhaps or rapid transit, rather than 
the building of more roads and more bridges to bring in more auto- 
mobiles to impose more parking and traffic problems, the cost of which 
would be added to the District of Columbia budget. 

The Capitol Hill Southeast Citizens Association has never endorsed 
the public-works program because we are opposed to the highway 
rein am as it affects our area. 

We have repeatedly voiced our opposition to the proposed inner 
loop cutting through the residential area which is now being immeas- 
urably improved by individual financing and enterprise. 

That’s the front yard of the Nation’s Capital that I am talking 
about, where we are working so hard, Congressmen. 

We have repeatedly voic ed our opposition to the funneling of traffic 
through our area, that wants to bypass the city, but is unable to do so 
because of lack of bridges and roads. 

Specifically, we are opposed to items 9 and 14 and parts of 28 of 
the highway program as it appears in the Addison committee report 
dated ‘September 26, 1952 
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We urge early consideration and approval of the Jones Point bridge 
and its approaches and its connections to the Baltimore Freeway. 

We are aware that hearings will be granted on specific projects 
before appropriations are made. It only adds to confusion to have 
specific sums of money frozen for projects that may be proved un- 
wanted and unsound later on. 

Enabling legislation to take care of the cost of the building needs 
of the District should guarantee a sound fiscal relationship between 
the District and Federal governments so that the District will not soon 
be bankrupt. 

I certainly appreciate this opportunity. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Wagner, we apologize 
if you have been unduly delayed due to any other witnesses, but we 
do get confused. 

Mrs. Waener. Oh, that is perfectly all right. I was just being 
facetious. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I realize some of you folks 
were notified to be here this morning and we got into a jam. 

Mrs. Wacener. That is perfectly all right. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I do want to say to you, Mrs. 
Wagner, we appreciate very much the fine, intelligent statement which 
you have given us. 

Mrs. Waener. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It is obvious you have given 
a great deal of thought to your statement. 

Mrs. Waener. Thank you, sir. I have been studying 2 or 8 years 
on this matter. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any questions‘ 

Representative Tatue. No. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mrs. Wagner. 

Mrs. Waener. Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Roger Williamson, rep- 
resenting the Progressive Citizens Association. 

Mr. Williamson, how much time do you feel you will want? 


STATEMENT OF ROGER WILLIAMSON, REPRESENTING THE 
PROGRESSIVE CITIZENS ASSOCIATION OF GEORGETOWN 


Mr. Wiru1amson. About 3 minutes, Mr. Chairman, and I would 


like to say, sir, I was clerk of the Senate Commerce Committee at 
one time. So, you have two clerks here this afternoon. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Well, that is very unusual, 
and we appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Witramson. This is a letter addressed to the chairman of you 
committee on behalf of the president of our association, Mr. Raymond 
Wilmotte, the Progressive Citizens Association: 

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have proposed broad concepts 
of a program of public works of considerable magnitude to be carried out over 
a number of years. 

The Progressive Citizens Association of Georgetown are in favor of a long- 
time, well-coordinated plan and are, therefore, generally in favor of the pro- 
gram proposed by the Commissioners. 

In supporting the program the association does not imply that it favors every 
item in the program. 
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After considering the cost of such a program, the association believes that, 
however much need there is for the construction outlined, it is beyond the 
resources of the citizens of the District of Columbia. The association, there- 
fore, endorses Senator Johnston’s bill which would require the Federal Govern- 
ment to contribute a minimum amount annually of 25 percent of the budget of 
the District of Columbia. 

In connection with seeking new resources of revenue, the association requests 
that consideration be given to taxing at their sources salaries earned in the 
District of Columbia of those individuals who now claim an exemption from 
District income tax. The association feels that such a tax would not only be 
a source of needed revenue, but also that it is equitable and fair. 

In favoring the increase in contribution by the Federal Government to the 
budget of the District of Columbia, the association feels that the figure of 25 
percent proposed in the Johnston bill is low in view of the equity of the case. 

Some of the reasons as to why there should be substantial support by the 
Federal Government are: 

1. Historically, the District of Columbia is the city the Federal Government 
established so that it would be free from taxation from any State and free from 
obligation to any State. 

2. The citizens of the District of Columbia who pay taxes can cover at this 
time no more than 48 percent of the land area. The remaining 52 percent is 
owned by. the Federal Government, foreign countries, and nonprofit organiza- 
tions, many of whom are attracted here by the presence of the Federal Govern- 
ment, 

3. Unlike other American cities. the District of Columbia cannot expand its 
boundaries. In fact a vast population who effectively live off the District of 
Columbia reside outside of its boundaries, 

4. In 1917 the Federal Government contributed 50 percent of the budget of 
the District of Columbia; today its contribution is 74% percent. 


That concludes my statement. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Williamson, we appre- 
ciate very much the brief, concise, and intelligent approach which 
you have given this matter, and the briefness in which you have 


presented it. 

Mr. Witu1Amson. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Representative Auten of California. I have one question, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Williamson, I think several have mentioned this wage tax. 

Mr. Wixutamson. Yes. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Has consideration been given 
to what would be done on the wages earned in the Pentagon, for 
example, by people living in the District? 

Mr. Witt1amson. I don’t think I understand your question. 

Representative Atten of California. A person working in the 
Pentagon, living in the District, would earn his wages in Virginia. 

Mr. Witii1amson. I see what you mean. [I think that is an im- 
portant point. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Would that entire group be 
free of a District tax? 

Mr. Wiiu1amson. I think that is an important point, which we 
overlooked. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. That is just the reverse of the 
other thing. Of course, we will just take that over in Virginia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I have given a good deal of 
thought to this matter because I introduced some legislation one time 
in opposition to double taxation. For example, there were many 
people living in the District from our States who worked in Mary- 


42387—54—__32 





492 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


land or worked in Virginia. They collected the tax over there, income 
tax, and in addition the District collected a tax and then their State 
back home collected a tax. 

Now, if we impose upon that, Mr. Williamson, the wage-tax theory, 
we have really got a lovely mess on our hands. 

Mr. Witt1amson. That is true. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It can result sometimes in 
some very serious inequities, and the consciences of tax collectors are 
rather difficult to find sometimes in these matters. 

Mr. Winuiamson. We are suggesting merely it be looked into and 
be given consideration. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Wituiamson. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Williamson. 

Mr. F. D. Spofford, representing 11 buslines. 

Mr. Spotford, how much time do you feel you need ? 

Mr. Sporrorp. Between 5 and 6 minutes, sir. 

Represent tive O’Hara of Minnesota. We certainly appreciate that 
very much. 

Representative Saurra of Virginia. Mr. Spofford, are you speaking 
for all the local buslines of Virginia and Maryland ¢ 


STATEMENT OF F. D. SPOFFORD, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE BLUE RIDGE TRANSPORTATION CO., HAGERSTOWN, MD., 
REPRESENTING 11 BUSLINES 


Mr. Sporrorp. I am making a general statement, sir, that covers all 
of the intercity and suburban lines which enter the District. I feel 
sure some of the suburban lines may have some special problems they 
are planning to bring to your attention. 

My name is F, D. ‘Spofford. I am assistant to the president of the 
Blue Ridge Transportation Co.. and my business address is Hagers 
town, Md. 

I have been designated to appear before your committee in opposi 
tion to certain provisions of H. R. 7389 by the following 11 intercity 
and suburban buslines, all of which operate to and from the District 
of Columbia and would be subject to the drastically increased taxes 
proposed by this bill . 

A. B. & W. Transit Co. 

Atwood’s Transport Lines, Inc. 

Blue Ridge Transportation Co. 

Capitol Greyhound Lines 

Continental Trailways 

Pennsylvania Greyhound Lines 

Richmond Greyhound Lines 

Safeway Trails, Inc. 

Virginia Stage Lines 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Co. 
Washington, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. 

Our opposition is directed to the three following provisions of the 
bill, all of which apply specifically to the buslines for which I am 
speaking : 

Section 1602, title XVI, is a franchise tax and is a new tax for bus 
operations created by the bill. 
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Subsection (a), section 601, title VI, which is a registration fee— 
you might commonly call it a licensing tax—will be increased by 150 
percent. . c , } a \ 

Section 1602, title XVI, is a vehicle-mile tax, which is peculiar to 
bus operations in the District, will be increased by the bill by 150 
percent. Gy ‘ ’ 

The effect of the three foregoing provisions of the bill before you 
would be to increase our tax bill by 170 percent, to say nothing of the 
20 percent increase in gasoline taxes which is also proposed by the 
bill—and to single out the bus industry for unfair and discriminatory 
taxation. 

In the first place, the bill before you would impose upon the subur- 
ban and intercity buslines serving the District of Columbia an addi- 
tional tax upon the privilege of doing business in the District. 

This would result from the apparently innocuous deletion of the 
word “franchise” from section 2331 (b) of title 47 of the District of 
Columbia Code which would nullify the decision of the District of 
Columbia Tax Court holding that buslines are not subject to two 
franchise taxes. 

This purpose to overrule the court’s decision is conspicuously absent 
from the language of the bill itself. 

Other businesses which utilize motor vehicles in connection with 
their activities pay one motor vehicle registration fee and one fran- 
chise tax. By this bill it is proposed that the buslines shall pay a regis- 
tration fee and two franchise taxes. To the best of our knowledge and 
belief no other industry serving the District of Columbia is subjected 
to such double taxation for the privilege of doing business. 

To cite a closely analogous example, a truckline serving the District 
of Columbia and operating over the city streets, just as the buses do, 
pays a franchise tax of 5 percent of its net income derived within the 
District and a registration fee dependent upon the size and type of the 
vehicle. By this bill that registration fee on trucks of weight com- 
parable to that of buses would be increased only 3314 percent. 

By comparison, if this bill is enacted in its present form, a busline 
operating vehicles of similar size would be required to pay a registra- 
tion fee which has been increased by 150 percent in comparison to the 
3346 percent; a franchise tax of 5 percent; and, in addition, another 
franchise tax based upon vehicle-miles operated. The latter tax is also 
increased by 150 percent by this bill. 

This program of taxation unfairly discriminates against the bus- 
lines both in that it subjects them to multiple taxation and in that the 
increased rates proposed are excessive. 

The increases in registration fees and vehicle-mile taxes proposed, 
which are taxes of a type imposed generally by the States upon motor- 
bus operators, are exorbitant on the basis of any reasonable comparison. 

Under agate rates, the total operating taxes levied on the typical 
intercity bus operated under similar conditions are about the same in 
the District of Columbia as in the average State—approximately 
$1,300 per bus per year. 

The combined effect of the proposed increases in the fuel tax, the 
vehicle-mile tax and registration fees would raise this figure to ap- 
proximately $2,200, or 70 percent above the total of such taxes levied 
by the average State. 
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The proposed tax of 2 cents per vehicle-mile is higher than that 
levied by any State and is double the highest rate levied by any State 
but one. 

This computation takes no account of the proposed application of 
the 5 percent franchise tax to interstate bus operators. Addition of 
this levy would raise the aforementioned figure to $2,400 or 85 percent 
above the United States average. 

The proposed District of Columbia franchise tax of 5 percent is 
approximately 214 times the average rate of similar taxes imposed by 
the several States on the carriers. 

The combined effect of the additional taxes proposed in this bill is 
un increase of 170 percent, which does not take into account the 20 
percent gasoline-tax increase also imposed by the bill. 

In addition to the obvious inequities of the proposed increased 
levies, as revealed by the foregoing comparisons, is their potential 
effect upon the financial condition of the carriers. As a result of the 
tremendous increase in the use of private automobiles since the war, 
there has been a steady decline in bus passenger traffic and, despite 
some essential increases in rates of fare, the financial condition of the 
bus industry has become increasingly precarious, and many operators 
have been hard put to it to maintain the essential services upon which 
thousands of communities are dependent for their only means of public 
transportation. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission has found that a ratio of 
expenses to revenues of 85 percent was reasonable for bus operators 
By comparison, the average ratio for all class I carriers reporting to 
the Commission was 88 percent for the first 9 months of 1953 and the 
ratios for 70 percent of the carriers were in excess of 90. In fact, 
41 carriers out of a total of 161 showed ratios in excess of 100, that 
is, they actually operated in the red. Final figures for the year will 
show an even more unfavorable ratio due to continued declines in 
traffic and further increases in operating expenses. It is obvious that 
any increase in taxes will worsen the alre: ady precarious financial posi- 
tion of the carriers. 

The imposition of the new and increased taxes proposed would 
compel the carriers, in view of their present financial condition, to 
pass the increased costs along in the form of higher fares. 

Since the motorbus industry provides the most economical form of 
passenger transport, the ultimate effect would be to put the added 
burden on that segment of the public least able to bear it. 

Further, it has been demonstrated repeatedly that any increase in 
fares results in some additional diversion of traffic to private auto- 
mobiles, thus adding to the already serious traffic congestion. 

The overall potential effect of these proposals is thus in direct 
contradiction of the fundamental and accepted principle that the 
motorbus makes the most economical use of existing highways for 
passenger transport. They completely ignore the problem of traffic 
congestion and the principle that the function of highway facilities 
is for the movement of persons and goods and not for the movement 
of vehicles per se. 

Even more anomalous is the fact that the proposed levies, already 
shown to be exorbitant by any comparison with tax rates in other 
jurisdictions, would actually have the effect of subsidizing the princi 
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pal competitor of the motorbus—the private automobile—at least to 
the extent that the aenereem are used for highway purposes. 

Such a result hardly seems in the public interest in view of the fact 
that countless miles of streets in the District of Columbia already are 
unavailable for the movement of traffic because they are used for 
round-the-clock storage of private automobiles. 

We are not in a position to suggest an alternative tax program 
because we do not have at our disposal the facts necessary for an 
analysis of the revenue needs of the District of Columbia. 

For the reasons previously stated we do feel strongly that the 
provisions of the bill applicable to suburban and intercity bus oper- 
ators are unfairly discriminatory and excessively high. We, there- 
fore, urge that those sections of the bill which I have previously 
identified should not be passed. 

We certainly appreciate your courtesy in giving us this time. 

What we have presented, as a practical necessity, as an industry 
matter; we feel is of really public interest and public concern. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Spofford, the committee, 
of course, is desirous of having the views of everyone who is affec ted 
by this bill, so far as it is humanly possible to do so. We think the 
right of any single individual or the rights of people who represent 
buslines are equally important. That is, we want to know what their 
reaction to this proposed legislation is. They are the ones that are 
going to end up paying the bill, just like everybody who is subject 
to the taxation imposed by this bill, and we are only too happy to 
have our citizens appear and testify and give us their views. 

Mr. Sporrorp. Thank you. 

We feel we are speaking for our passengers. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is your situation with 
reference to the busline which you represent ? 

I am not seeking toembarrass you. I am trying to seek wane mation. 

Would this imposition of this tax cause you to seek additional 
fares or compel you to seek additional increase in fares 

Mr. Sprorrorp. It would be a serious factor, forcing us in that 
direetion. 

As far as the individual] busline is concerned, it would depend on the 
concentration of the operation within the area of the District as to how 
fast it would push them toward an increase in fares. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. May I ask you if this pro- 
posed increase would place you and those buslines which operate in 
Maryland, the District of Columbia, and Virginia in a much higher 
bracket in the District than you would be as to your charges that you 
are charged by Maryland or Virginia ? 

I am speaking now of the various types of taxes you may pay. 

Mr. Srorrorp. Well, that, of course, would depend somewhat on the 
attitude of the regulatory bodies. Some regulatory bodies look at a 
bus operation as a whole, regardless of its extent, and others are more 
inclined to look at individual local conditions. 

Then, of course, you have the fact that some of the buslines here, 
the majority of those operating into the District, are local and their 
fares, of course, would be based on their local conditions. 

It’s a question that can’t be answered accurately, partly because it 
isn’t within our power. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith, do you have any 
quest ions ? 

Representative Smrrx of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Allen. 

Representative Atuen of California. Mr. Spofford, could you tell 
us what percentage of the fare would go to paying this 170-percent 
increase in taxes or the taxes involved in that figure of 170? 

Mr. Srorrorp. Well, it would be in excess of 4 percent, I believe. 

I’m figuring rather quickly. 

Representative ALLen of California. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That would be a rough 
estimate ? 

Mr. Srorrorp. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We thank you, Mr. Spofford, 
for your statement. 

The next witness is Mr. Manuel J. Davis, representing the Washing 
ton, Virginia & Maryland Coach Co. 

Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Davis, how much time 
do you require? 

Mr. Davis. I will try to restrict myself to 5 minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF MANUEL J. DAVIS, REPRESENTING THE 
WASHINGTON, VIRGINIA & MARYLAND COACH CO. 


Mr. Davis. My name is Manuel J. Davis, with law offices in the 
city of Washington, D. C., and Arlington, Va., and I appear here 
today in my capacity as general counsel for the Washington, Virginia 
& Maryland Coach Co. This coach company is better known as the 
W. V. & M. Coach Co., or the Arnold Lines, and maintains a trans- 
portation system between Arlington and Fairfax Counties, Va., and 
the District of Columbia, and return, for the transportation of pas 
sengers over regular routes approved by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, the District of Columbia Public Utilities Commission, 
and the State Corporation Commission of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia. 

As of January 24, 1954, the coach company was advised that the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, under its public-works 
bill, were requesting legislation to increase the road taxes from 8 mills 
to 2 cents per mile as far as the road tax affects the Virginia companies 
operating daily and fixed-route operation into and from the District 
of Columbia. ‘ 

I appear here today in opposition to the proposed increase in road 
taxes in view of the fact that this company, like other Virginia coach 
companies in this area, is now and has been overburdened with taxes 

After discussing this matter with General Prentiss, Engineer Com 
missioner for the District of Columbia, on January 25, 1954, it was 
quite evident that General Prentiss might not have proposed the in- 
crease in road taxes had he been aware of the fact that the Virginia 
companies are not only paying the present District of Columbia road 
tax of 8 mills to the District of Columbia, but they are paying, in addi- 
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tion thereto, District of Columbia gasoline taxes, District of Columbia 
license taxes, and a District of Columbia corporation-license tax. 

It was evident that General Prentiss was not aware of the fact that 
in the year of 1953, in addition to the District of Columbia road tax 
paid by the WwW Vv. & M. Coach Co. in the sum of $6,049.10, it had also 
paid District of Columbia gasoline taxes in the sum of $12,887.75. 

The W. V. & M. Coach Co. has been paying District of Columbia 
gasoline taxes in addition to the Distriet of Columbia road taxes, as 
well as taxes for District of Columbia licenses, without interruption 
since the enactment of the said tax. 

A comparison of these taxes since the year 1949 is set out as follows: 

For the year 1949 the District of Columbia road tax amounted to 
39,982.92, the District of Columbia gasoline tax $14,096.92 and District 
of Columbia licenses $1,975.42. 

In 1950 the District of Columbia road tax was $8,521.57, the District 
of Columbia gasoline tax $13,274.45, and District of Columbia licenses 
$1,953.97. 

In 1951 the District of Columbia road tax was $7,829.21, the District 
of Columbia gasoline tax $12,787, and District of Columbia licenses 
$2,005.69. 

In 1952 the District of Columbia road tax amounted to $7,637.76, the 
District of Columbia gasoline tax $14,435, and District of Columbia 
licenses $2,096.55, making a total tax for the year 1952 of $24,179.31. 

In 1953 the District of Columbia road tax amounted to $6,049.10, the 
District of Columbia gasoline tax $12,887.75, and District of Columbia 
licenses $1,706.28, for a total tax for the year 1953 of $20,653.13. 

I call your particular attention to a strike during the month of 
December of 1952, which went into the year of 1953. 

Presently this coach company, like all the other transit companies 
in the metropolitan area of the District of Columbia, has, or has 
had, fare cases pending before the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and/or their State authorities. 

Presently, this coach company has three fare cases pending before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission and the State Corporation Com- 
mission of the Commonwealth of Virginia due to its dire need for in- 
creased revenues. It, like all other transportation companies, is fight- 
ing to keep itself alive and any increase in taxes which may be im- 
posed upon it must, of necessity, be passed on to its passengers in the 
form of increased fares. 

This company, like all other transportation companies, needs de- 
creased taxes rather than increased taxes in order to attract more riders 
by the charging of lesser fares. 

In the year 1952, this coach company paid to the District of Colum- 
bia, Commonwealth of Virginia, State of Maryland, and the Federal 
Government, exclusive of Federal income taxes, the sum of $194,646.85 
in taxes, 

In the year 1950 overall taxes paid, exclusive of Federal income taxes 
to the Federal Government, the District of Columbia, and the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia amounted to $182,405.94. 

_ In 1947, it amounted to $201,651.02, and in 1945, it amounted to 
$135,302.06. 

The W. V. & M. Coach Co, is presently paying a fair, equitable, and 
reasonable road tax to the District of Columbia and any increase in 
road taxes imposed on it will be a burden that it cannot stand. 
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Increased costs of operation result in increased fares and loss of 
passengers. 

There is now pending legislation to increase gasoline taxes in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia which this company has strongly urged 
that it be made not applicable to transit companies in the event that 
it is adopted. 

A study of this problem by the Commissioners and this joint com- 
mittee will definitely point up the fact that had the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia considered the fact that this coach com- 
pany, like other transit companies in the metropolitan area of the 
District of Columbia, is paying the full gasoline taxes for that portion 
of its operations in the District of Columbia, even though its gasoline 
is purchased outside of the jurisdiction of the District of Columbia, 
the request for legislation to increase the road tax from 8 mills to 2 
cents would never have been made. 

I strongly urge that this additional tax be deleted as it represents 
a very small portion of the money requested, but by the same token is 
an undue burden and has no application other than to destroy and 
retard. 

The time allotted to me does not permit my discussing the two other 
taxes proposed in this bill which are ruinous in nature and which it is 
vehemently urged that this committe not adopt. 

They are the proposed increase in gasoline taxes in the amount of 
1 cent per gallon and the increase in bus license fees under title VI. 

The proposed gasoline tax would cause this company to pay an addi- 
tional gasoline tax over and above its 1952 gasoline taxes paid to the 
District of Columbia in the sum of $2,887. As against its 1953 gaso- 
line taxes to the District of Columbia, there would be an increase in 
the sum of $2,479. 

Under title VI of the proposed bill, bus license fees paid to the 
District of Columbia for the year 1952 by this company would be 
increased in the amount of $22,205. 

As to the last item, I particularly call to your attention that the tax 
there, as has been stated to you by the previous witness, would have 
been increased 170 percent. We are presently paying $1,625. It is 
proposed under this new bill that that tax would be jumped up to 
$23,830, an increase of $22,205. 

We respectfully submit these statements, gentlemen, and I want 
to thank you for the opportunity afforded to us. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions, gen- 
tlemen ? 

Mr. Davis, you operate in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in the 
District, and also in Maryland; is that correct? 

Mr. Davis. We only operate in the State of Maryland under the 
charter rights which are granted to us through our rights acquired 
through the Interstate Commerce Commission. Other than that, we 
operate an intrastate business in the Commonwealth of Virginia and 
an interstate business between the Commonwealth of Virginia and the 
District of Columbia and return over fixed routes by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And in comparison to your 
cost of operations in the State of Virginia or the municipalities thereof, 
the State of Maryland and the District of Columbia, with this tax 
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superimposed on it, would the cost of your operation in the District of 

Columbia be a great deal higher ? 

I am speaking now as to the taxes. Would your tax cost be much 
higher, comparatively, than it would be for your operations in the 
State of Virginia or in the State of Maryland? 

Mr. Davis. There is really no basis of comparison in view of the 
fact that we operate an intrastate business within the Commonwealth 
of Virginia. 

We, as a matter of fact, originate, I dare venture to say, outside the 
persons who are employed as domestics in Virginia and a few other 
small businesses, the transportation of people who live and reside in 
Virginia and who come to the District of Columbia for employment 
purposes and return, so that for all intents and purposes | when a person 
vets on one of our buses in the Commonwealth of Virginia he is paying 
us there to go to his employment. When he boards one of our buses 
in the District of Columbia, we have no authority to let him off in the 
District of Columbia. We must of necessity carry him into the State 
of Virginia. 

So, our picture is entirely different from a company like the Capital 
Transit Co., where the person can get on and off in the city of 
Washington. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What I was getting at may 
be a completely difficult question to answer. I am not trying to em- 
barass you, but what I am trying to get at is whether this tax, as sug- 
gested by this legislation, would be out of line with a company, your 
company, or any other company, operating, we will say, strictly in 
Virginia or strictly in Maryland. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir; it would. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It would be higher? 

Mr. Davis. It would be higher because we are already paying the 
District of Columbia an 8-mill tax for the use of the roads. 

We are also paying them, which we normally wouldn’t but through 
an arrangement worked out between the District of Columbia and the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, the Commonwealth of Virginia permits 
us, even though we buy our gasoline in the Commonwealth of Vir- 
ginia, to pay to the District of Columbia, that proportion of our gaso- 
line tax as represented by the number of miles in proportion to our 
total which we operate in the District of Columbia. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Davis, we very much appreciate your statement as to the effects 
of this legislation upon your business. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you ever so much, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Robert Mitchell repre- 
senting the A. B. & W. Transit Co. 

Mr. Mitchell, how much time do you think you will require ? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT T. MITCHELL, VICE PRESIDENT, A. B. & W. 
TRANSIT CO., ALEXANDRIA, VA. 


Mr. Mrrceneti. Not more than 5 minutes, sir. One or two para- 
gr: aphs here may be repetitious, but I believe there is enough additional 
infor mation contained in this 3-page statement to justify my reading 
it, sir. 


Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Mitchell. 
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Mr. Mrrceneis.. My name is Robert T. Mitchell, and I am vice presi- 
dent of the Alexandria, Barcroft & Washington Transit Co., trading 
as the A. B. & W. Transit Co. My residence is in Alexandria, Va. 

This concern is a bus company serving the District of Columbia and 
portions of Arlington and Fairfax Counties and the city of Alexan- 
dria, Va. 

[f the bill before the committee is approved as presented, it is quite 
possible that my company will be required to petition our regulatory 
commissions for increased bus fares. 

This committee is aware of the concern by the citizens of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia with continued increases in fares for transit riders, 
and these increases are inevitable, where, as here, there are proposals 
to increase certain operating costs by 150 percent. 

This committee’s attention is respectfully invited to the current 
transit investigation being conducted by a subcommittee of the Senate 
District of Columbia Committee and to ascertain from that sub- 
committee the inseparable relationship between fares and operating 
costs such as are contained in this proposed bill before you today for 
consideration. 

Specifically, the proposed amendment to section 40-103, District 
of Columbia Code, 1951 edition, set forth at page 27 of H. R. 7339, 
in which clause 1 of class A will be amended, the registration fees 
for all of our vehicles operated in interstate commerce, totaling more 
than 200 in number, will be increased 150 percent. 

Additionally, the proposed amendment to section 47-2331 (b), Dis- 
trict of Columbia Code, 1951, appearing as section 1602, page 50, 
of H. R. 7389, will increase our taxes for each vehicle-mile operated 
in the District of Columbia from a current tax of eight-tenths of 
1 cent to 2 cents per vehicle-mile, or an increase of 150 percent. 

The committee’s attention is also respectfully invited to the prefer- 
ential treatment afforded Capital Transit Co. in the proposed amend- 
ments entitled section 1601 of page 49 of bill H. R. 7389. The amend 
ments, in our opinion, are designed to retain the same total taxes to 
Capital Transit or a possible reduction. 

Specifically, the current tax on revenues developed by the street 
railway operations are to be reduced from 3 percent to 2 percent, 
and correspondingly the eight-tenths of 1 cent per mile tax on bus 
operations is to be abolished and, in lieu thereof, a tax of 2 percent 
on the revenues developed by the bus operations is to be substituted. 
In our opinion, this will, at most, not increase the taxes paid by 
Capital Transit Co. and will probably result in a reduction. This 
= tion, in our opinion, is discriminatory and prejudic ‘ial between the 

Capital Transit Co. and the A. B. & W. Transit Co. 

Your committee should also be aware that the A. B. & W. Transit 
Co. performs no intra-District business and, therefore, is taxed for 
the use only of the streets of the District of Columbia. 

For the use of such streets, the A. B. & W. Transit Co. currently 
pays registration fees for all of its motor vehicles; eight-tenths of 
1 cent for all miles operated in the District of Columbia per annum, 
and 5 cents per gallon fuel tax for those gallons of fuel consumed 
in operations within the District of Columbia, based on a mileage 
computation. In our opinion, these taxes are now reasonable and 
adequate. Any increase is a burden that must be borne by our patrons. 
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We do not contend, however, that the proposed 1-cent increase in 
fuel tax is In any way discriminatory, since it will be collected from 
all users of fuel. We do invite the committee’s attention, however, 
to this additional cost in our operations contained in this bill, as well 
as the ones which I have heretofore pointed out. 

The A. B. & W. Transit Co. is also confronted with a proposed 
increase of fuel tax in the State of Virginia by 1 cent, as recommended 
by the Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia to the legislature 
of that State. 

It is obvious, in my opinion, that the additional amendment pro- 
posed to section 47-2331 (b) of the District of Columbia Code, seek- 
ing the elimination of the word “franchise” as now contained in that 
section, which amendment is set forth in section 1602, page 50, of 
H. R. 7389, is intended to permit the District of Columbia to impose 
a new and additional franchise tax. 

Under the existing statute, the payment of eight-tenths of 1 cent 
per bus-mile is specifically stated to include the concept of a franchise 
tax. 

The foregoing amendments, excluding any figure assigned to a pos- 
sible new franchise tax which would be permissible, that is, namely, 
the increase in fuel tax, and the increase in vehicle registration fees, 
will cost the A. B. & W. Transit Co. approximately an additional 
$19,000 per annum. 

The A. B. & W. Transit Co. operated at a deficit for the entire year 
of 1953 and despite recent increases in fares, believes its operations 
in 1954 will be extremely marginal. 

With the increases in costs in operation here proposed, in our opin- 
ion, these costs will constitute sufficient additional cost to create a 
deficit operation in 1954. - It is, therefore, inevitable that petitions for 
additional increased fares must follow. 

These increased fares will be caused by the proposed increased 
taxes and will be paid by the patrons of our facilities, who, in our 
opinion, are least able to pay such increased taxes. We cannot find 
any comparable proposed taxes for automobile users, except the fuel 
tax, which applies to all. 

The A. B. & W. Transit Co. is keenly aware of the need by the 
District of Columbia for additional revenues, but it urges this commit- 
tee to consider carefully the tremendous increases proposed to be im- 
posed upon transit companies serving the District of Columbia. 

Transit is an indispensable and essential public facility and the con- 
tinued heavy taxation of this type of public utility will inevitably 
lead to general subsidies by the Federal Government and/or State 
governments, or public ownership. 

We are anxious to render a reasonable and adequate service to the 
public under honest, efficient, and capable management at the lowest 
cost consistent with such service. Under this principle, we feel com- 
pelled to invite this committee’s attention to the inordinate increases 
upon our operations contained in the proposed amendments to the bill 
being considered by this committee. 

If all the increases proposed upon transit were accepted by this 
Commission the total increased revenues for the District of Columbia 
would be an extremely insignificant amount. 
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We are prepared to accept reasonable taxes for the privilege which 
we receive from the District of Columbia. Since, however, we can 
perform no intra-District business within the District of Columbia, 
and since, in our opinion, we are now paying reasonable charges for 
the use of the streets of the District of Columbia, there is no justifica- 
tion for the imposition of the tremendous increases proposed by this 
bill. 

Thank you, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. May I ask you this question, 
Mr. Mitchell: Mr. Spofford testified as representing certain buslines, 
and Mr. Davis representing the Washington, Virginia, & Maryland 
Coach Co. To some degree, are you all competitors over the same 
routes, in any degree, or are they separate and distinct routes 4 

Mr. Mrrcuext. To little or no degree. The W. V.& M. and A. B. & 
W. are competitive insofar as the Pentagon is concerned. Other than 
that, our operations are separate and distinct, although we are a 
neighboring operation. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And you are not competitive 
with Capital Transit Co. ¢ 

Mr. Mrrcnett. We have no competition with Capital Transit. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. If you were operating upon 
strictly a franchise tax and the tax was so much for the privilege of 
operating, your point is it wouldn’t make any difference because you 
are confronted with a situation whereby any increases in your taxes 
in any shape or form would cause you to be put in a very desperate 
situation ; 1s that right? 

Mr. Mrrcuey. That is correct. We are on a very marginal basis, 
and any increase in taxes can be the basis for throwing us In a deficit 
operation again, which we have been in the last 5 of 7 years, and which 
would cause us to go back to the Commissions and seek higher fares 
for relief. However, there is no assurance that higher fares would 
produce more revenue, and we are faced with a possibility of dimmish 
ing returns even when we do seek and get fare increases. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other 
questions ¢ 

Representative Smrrnu of Virginia. I have been wondering about 
this thing, about changing the present District law with respect to 
these franchise taxes. It sort of looks like a sleeper in there. What 
about that ? 

General Prentiss. I think Mr. Martin, our taxman, is the best wit- 
ness on that. He had proposed to explain this to you before these 
witnesses came. 

Mr. Upprecrarr. General, I can explain it, if you wish. 

General Prentiss. All. right. 

Mr. Uppeorarr. My name is George C. Updegraff. 

This is no new tax. It is merely a new name. 

All these bus companies have been paying a so-called 5 percent tax 
since 1939. It was formerly the District of Columbia income tax, and 
when the District of Columbia income tax was repealed by the 1947 
act, we had then a combination business privilege income tax and it is 
merely called a franchise tax. It’s the same old income tax. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. It is a change of the law, isn’t it’ 
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Mr. Upprorarr. They have been paying it up until the decision of 
the Tax Court. 

Representative Sairu of Virginia. They are planning to change the 
law in this bill, though. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Upprcrarr. No, sir; they just took the word “franchise” out. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. That changes the law, doesn’t 
tf 

Mr. Urpeerarr. No, sir; it changes the decision of the Tax Court. 

Mr. Mrreweiu. That’s right. 

Mr. Uppreerarr. The Tax Court held—— 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Will this cost these companies 
any more money than if you had not changed this? 

Mr. Uppecrarr. That would not cost them any more money, ex- 
cept under the decision of the Tax Court. 

They have been paying this tax from 1939 until the recent Tax 
Court decision. 

Mr. Davis. May I comment on that, Mr. Smith ? 

I don’t agree with that statement at all. 

The District of Columbia statute specifically says the 8 mills tax 
shall be the overall tax, and these gentlemen came along and slapped 
the District of Columbia income tax on that, and the District of Co- 
lumbia Tax Court overruled them and said they had no right to do it, 
as a result of which they were violating what was specifically set out 
inthe law. Now, they come in and try to remove the word “franchise” 
and have this tax, without saying a word to this committee about the 
fact that the Tax Court overruled them and said what they did was 
incorrect. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. It looks like you gentlemen don’t 
agree. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I wonder if we might go 
into that in more detail. We might just as well dispose of that at 
this time. 

Mr. Urprecrarr. The Commissioners did not pull a sleeper on this 
committee. It was stated that section 1602 of title XVI provides for 
increasing the tax on transportation companies from cight-tenthe of 


| cent to 2 cents for each vehicle mile of vehicles operated in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia during each tax year and would eliminate the ex- 
emption from franchise taxes which are in the nature of income taxes, 
which exemption has resulted from a recent decision of the District 
of Columbia Tax Court. 

It is in the report to the committee. 
re ey. a Smiru of Virginia.. Where did you say that was? 


In what? 

Mr. Uppecrarr. The report to the Speaker of the House on this bill. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You mean the letter, I pre- 
sume, of transmittal ? . 

Mr. Urpvecrarr. That is right. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is in the clerk’s file, but 
nobody has read it, I guess. 

Mr. Mrronett. Mr. Chairman, the attorney who represented the 
companies in the court is sitting here. If you care to ask him a ques- 
tion or two, or if you don’t care to go any further with it 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. As long as we have gone into 
it, we would like to have all the information pertaining to the subject 
that is readily available. 

Mr. James L. Givan. My name is Givan—G-i-v-a-n. I represented 
the bus companies in the case before the Tax Court. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Represented whom ¢ 

Mr. Givan. I represented the bus companies who were plaintiffs in 
the case before the Tax Court. 

The eight-tenths of a cent per. vehicle-mile bus tax which we were 
paying provided that—and, incidentally, that was enacted back in 
1932—that the tax thereby imposed should be in lieu of any other 
franchise tax. 

When the office of the Tax Assessor for the District of Columbia 
sought to impose upon us the franchise tax, initially imposed, I believe, 
by the 1939 act, and later by the 1947 act, we appealed the matter to 
the District of Columbia Tax Court on the ground that we already 
paid an excise tax in the form of a vehicle-mile tax, and that was what 
was called an in lieu tax. 

The Tax Court sustained our position and held that we were not 
subject to both of these excise taxes, namely, the one vehicle-mile tax 
and the other which is called a franchise tax, and that we were subject 
only to the single tax. 

Now, the effect of this bill, by the deletion of the word “franchise,” 
without any other comment, is to nullify that decision of the Tax Court 
and to subject us to greater taxes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Was there any appeal from 
the decision of the Tax Court ? 

Mr. Givan. No, sir; there was not. 

We won that decision and the District of Columbia cannot appea! 
it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The time for appeal has 
gone ¢ 

Mr. Givan. The time for appeal has gone by. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Well, it slips it to them, anyway. 

Mr. Mrrcnect. I didn’t make the remark that the Commissioners 
pulled a sleeper in this bill. Somebody behind me made that remark. 

Representative Smrra of Virginia. No; I made that remark, and | 
apologize. Iam sorry for the inferences. 

Mr. Mircue... I believe it would be well if I could just make 1 or 
2 more comments. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Mr. Mitcuett. Based upon a report put out by the Commission 
concerning these proposed taxes, $4,560,000 of additional revenue an 
nually would be derived by this taxing method, and item No. 8 shows 
bus mileage tax of $50,000, which is a very minute part of the overall 
program, but a very serious proposition as far as we few little bus 
companies are concerned: 

It also shows as item No. 2 a flat fee for registration of motor vehi 
cles and trailers, a hundred and twenty thousand dollars minus. 

Now, that’s minus for all the automobiles, trucks, and so forth, in 
the city. However, to us it is an increase of 150 percent in our regis- 
tration costs; and we say that the automobile is our chief competitor, 
and we see no reason why we should be discriminated against with a 
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150 percent inerease in tax and no corresponding increase in tax placed 
upon the automobile user. Hep Te SR 

Representative Smrrnu of Virginia. Doesn’t this increase the tax on 
the automobile considerably ? 

Mr. MrrcHe.t. Only as to fuels, fuel tax, sir. If there is anything 
else in there, we haven't found it. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Doesn’t this increase the tax on 
the automobile registration ? 

Mr. Mircue.t. It reduces it. It eliminates the personal property 
tax on the automobile entirely. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Mitchell, we appreciate your statement. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Mircuentt., Thank you for the opportunity, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Leslie Altmann, repre- 
senting the W. M. & A. Transit Co. 

Mr. Altmann, we hope you are no more weary than we are, because 
you have been waiting a long time also. 
~ How much time will you require ¢ 

Mr. AurmMann. I will take about 5 to 6 minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, sir. 

Mr. ALTMANN. Eliminating any questions from the Chair. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is right. We always 
have to throw those out. 


STATEMENT OF LESLIE L. ALTMANN, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL 
MANAGER OF W. M. & A. TRANSIT CO. 


Mr. Anrmann. My name is Leslie L. Altmann—A-l-t-m-a-n-n. | 


am president and general manager of W. M. & A. Transit Co., formerly 
known as Washington, Marlboro & Annapolis Motor Lines, Inc. 

[ concur in the statements made by Mr. Spofford, Mr. Mitchell of 
A. B. & W., and Mr. Davis of the Washington. Virginia & Maryland 
Coach Co., insofar as their statements relate to and affect matters in 
which this company is concerned. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is your situation practically 
the same as theirs in regard to the effect of the proposed tax upon 
you, and would your general statement be identical in support of their 
views in regard to it ¢ 

Mr. ArtMANN. My situation is the same, generally. I think my 
short statement differs in just some few points. 

tepresentative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Altmann. 

Mr. AurMANN. The proposed increase in the mileage tax levied upon 
the companies furnishing transportation in the District of Columbia 
will impose an additional burden on the approximately 62 percent of 
the people in Washington who now require public transportation for 
their daily needs. 

These persons who are presently using public transportation are 
generally in the lower income brackets and are the least able to have 
placed upon them any additional burden by way of increasing the cost 
of publie transportation to them. 

Should the transportation companies engaged in business in the 
District of Columbia or which operate between the city of Washington 
and environs be required to pay an increase in mileage tax, the addi- 
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tional amount thereof derived by the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia for revenue purposes will have to be passed on 
by the transportation companies to the users of its service. 

It is generally known that the transportation industry throughout 
the United States has been suffering a decline over the past 8 years. 
It is at best a very sick industry and any additional strain placed upop 
it by the imposition of more taxes could result in the abandonment 
of transportation service by private industry, which would require 
that the public take over the responsibility and the cost of furnishing 
this needed service. 

It is an accepted fact that each time a transportation company is 
forced to increase its rates of fare that this brings about a decline in 
the number of passengers who use its service. Furthermore, trans- 
portation fares for urban operations are rapidly reaching a point of 
diminishing return. 

This was recognized by the Interstate Commerce Commission re- 
cently in a fare case involving one of the companies which is now con- 
fronted with the increase in the mileage tax proposed by the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia. 

W. M. & A. Transit feels that to have some stabilization in the in- 
dustry it is necessary that fares be pegged as quickly as possible. 

At the present time passengers of Capital Transit and W. M. & A. 
Transit are required to subsidize school fares in the District of Co- 
lumbia, Congress having fixed the rate of fare for the transportation 
of school children at 3 cents. This imposes an additional hardship 
upon people who must rely for their daily transportation upon the 
local services. 

I think that to further add to their burden by using a device such 
as increasing the cost of tags, cost of annual licenses, and mileage 
charges in the District of Columbia will only hasten the day when 
private transportation will be a thing of the past. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some figures which I would like to put in the 
record showing the increase to this company. 

In the year ending October 31, 1953, the estimated mileage for ad- 
vance was 713,318.75 miles, and the additional miles operated of 123,- 
921.60, making a total of 837,240.35 miles. 

At 8 mills per mile this company paid $6,697.92 for that 8 mills tax. 

To apply the 2-cent per mile tax to this company, on the same mile- 
age that we operated in 1953, would cost this company $16,744.80. 

The proposed bills would increase our mileage tax by the amount 
of aproximately $10,046, under the mileage tax part of this bill. 

For the District of Columbia tags, for 67 buses of this company, 
we paid in the year 1953 $871, or $13 per bus. 

Under the proposed bill, the proposed provision of this bill, for 
67 buses it would cost us $2,010, making a total increase to this com- 
pany for the mileage tax and the license tax for tags of approximately 
$12,000. 

I should like the committee to note, insofar as this company is con- 
cerned, any increase in taxes will have to be passed on to the public; 
and I should also like you to note that an increase for every 12,000 
increase in cost of operation this company must obtain an additional 
1-cent increase in fares. 
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I should also like to state further, which I did not in my statement 
here, that we not only operate interstate, and have since 1922, and 
having service intrastate in the District of Columbia since 1922, under 
certificates from the Public Utilities Commission of the District of 
Columbia, that these taxes must be passed on to the District of Co- 
lumbia riders as well as probably the interstate riders. 

We have to carry school children for 3 cents on our operations 
within the District of Columbia, the same as Capital Transit carries 
them for 3 cents, a 3-cent fare, and we feel that the company is entitled 
toa much greater fare for school children in the District of Columbia. 

We are a little different by comparison from the companies who 
have previously testified, in that about 38 percent of our total gross 
business is from transit revenues, transit vehicles and transit opera- 
tions, What we call suburban operations, in that we handle and are 
permitted to handle within the District of Columbia on-and-off pas- 
sengers. We pick up in the District of Columbia and discharge with- 
in the District of Columbia. About 40 percent, 38 to 40 pevcent, 
of our total revenue is derived from that source. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Smith, do you have 
any questions ¢ 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Altmann, I have been 
trying to find out during the afternoon, and I haven’t succeeded, the 
comparative tax costs. 

You operate in the interstate between Virginia and the District 
of Columbia ? 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. No. 

Mr. AtrMaNN, No,sir. We operate interstate between the District 
of Columbia and Prince Georges County. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. ArrmaNnn. And we serve the eastern section of Prince Georges 
County, with a population of about 250,000 persons. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Comparatively, what is 
your tax cost for operating the utility that you do in Maryland as 
compared to the District of Columbia, under the existing law? Is 
it about the same now, or are there more costs to you as a utility in 
Maryland ? 

Mr. AurmaNn. If we take the road-mileage tax and the other taxes 
proposed here, exclusive of the gasoline tax, our operating costs in 
the State of Maryland, for all of our operations, wilbeqeal just about 
the same as the District of Columbia at present. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. At present? 

Mr. Aurmann. At present. That is exclusive of gasoline tax. Our 
gasoline tax is paid to the State of Maryland, which is a cent higher 
than the District of Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And, therefore, this addi- 
thonal tax which is sought to be imposed by this legislation would 
increase your costs as much as 170 percent, would it ? 

Mr. Aurmann. Yes, sir. I concur in the percentages. I didn’t have 
time to work up all the other figures on this matter that the other 
companies gave. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I presumed it would apply 
to you as it did to the other companies. 

423875438 
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Mr. Aurmann. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In proportion? 

Mr. AutrMann. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In other words, this cos 
would be an additional 170 percent for oper rating in the District as 
compared to the tax costs for operation in the State of Maryland: 
is that right? This proposed legislation would make it much higher’ 

Mr. AtrmaNnn. Yes. Those figures, 170 percent, are approximately 
correct. as far as we are concerned. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. As I understand it, your tax 
cost for operations in Maryland, and I am speaking only generally, 
is about the same as your tax cost for operations in the District ? 

Mr. Aurmann. Approximately the same. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Under the present law ? 

Mr. ALTMANN. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I wonder if I could ask 
some of these Virginia people about that. 

Mr. Davis, what is your cost, tax costs, for operation in Virginia as 
compared to your costs for operation within the District, speaking 
now of the present law? I mean relatively. 

Mr. Davis. I believe I have that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is it higher, lower, or about 
the same? 

Mr. Davis. I can’t give you the rate per mile. That’s the point, 
because there we have an intracity operation versus an interstate 
We have no District operation whatsoever, as Mr. Mitchell pointed 
out to you. In other words, we just can’t pick up and leave off peop! 
in the District. There’s no basis of comparison. 

What I was trying to say to you before is that there is no basis of 
comparison, but I was trying to give you the tax. I don’t know 
“em I brought it. 

I do have those tax figures, if you want them, showing our com 
plete breakdown of all taxes we pay to the Commonw ealth of Vir. 
ginia. If you want me to submit them, I will be glad to do so; but 
again I say the committee would have no way to show just how these 
taxes were applicable to the situation here involved. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What I was trying to get 
at was simply this question of whether under the present law, as exist 
ing in Virginia, your tax, which is imposed upon you as a utility op- 
erator, is substantially the same as it is in the district of Columbia. 
Now, I recognize you have a different problem. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Mitchell, we have a mile tax or road tax in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, don’t we? 

Mr. Mrrcneii. No; we do not. 

We have a 2 percent tax on gross receipts in the State of Vir- 
ginia, which is a relative tax to the 8 mills tax which we are talking 
about here. 

The 2 cents tax which is proposed would result in about 4 percent 
on revenue tax. In other words, it would nearly double what it is in 
Virginia; and, of course, that 2 percent tax we pay in Virginia is 
predicated upon our right to do business in Virginia, to pick | up and 
discharge passengers, whieh we do not do in the District of Columbia. 
We have no right to pick up and discharge passengers in the District 
of Columbia. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You are confronted with 
that same situation ? 

Mr. Davis. Identically. We operate under the same laws. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have anything else 
to add, Mr. Altmann ¢ 

Mr. Atrmann. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I should like to refer to Mr. 
Spofford’s statement on page 3, which reads as follows: 

The increases in registration fees and vehicle-mile taxes proposed, which 
are taxes of a type imposed generally by the States upon motor bus operators, 
are exorbitant on the basis of any reasonable comparison. 

Under present rates, the total operating taxes levied on the typical intercity 
bus operated under similar conditions are about the same in the District of 
Columbia as in the average State—approximately $1,300 per bus per year. 

The combined effect of the proposed increases in the fuel tax, the vehicle-mile 
tax, and registration fees would raise this figure to approximately $2,200, or 70 
percent above the total of such taxes levied by the average State. 

The proposed tax of 2 cents per vehicle-mile is higher than that levied by any 
State and is double the highest rate levied by any State but one. 

I just wanted you to know that I concurred in that statement, in 
full, so far as it relates to our company. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Altmann. We 
appreciate having you here and hearing your testimony, Mr. Altmann. 

Is Mrs. Gottsegen here? 

Mrs. Gorrsecen. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Gottsegen, it is now 10 
minutes after 5. Could you come back if I promise to put you on first 
thing in the morning ? 

Mrs. GorrsecEeN. It would be difficult for me to do that, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

My statement will take only about three and a half minutes. Can 
you take that much time? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right. 

Mrs. Gorrsecen. It really is short. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You have been very patient. 
I have seen you sitting here all afternoon. I didn’t want to ask you 
to come back. 

Mrs. Tavs. Would you make the same offér to some of the others? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Following Mrs. Gottsegen 
we have Mrs. Taub representating the American Association of 
University Women. 

Colonel Ramsay. Mr. Chairman, I think I am the last one on the 
schedule. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Colonel Ramsey ? 

Colonel Ramsay. Yes, sir. 

Mrs. Tavs. My statement will take only 2 minutes, if you can stick 
it out. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Taub is next after Mrs. 
Gottsegen, and you follow Mrs. Taub, Colonel Ramsey. 

How much time will you require. Colonel ? 

Colonel Ramsay. Well, I would rather come back tomorrow when 
you are in the mood to hear me. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Colonel, you may come back 
tomorrow. 

How long will your statement take? 
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Colonel Ramsay. I represent 25 groups. We have tried to combine 
our testimony. If you gave each of them 5 minutes it would take 2 
hours, but we will try to take not more than 10 or 12 minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That is really in the interest 
of economy. 

Colonel Ramsay. Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Colonel. You 
will be the first witness in the morning, I promise you. 

Now, we are going to hear these two cio who are being very kind 
to us in limiting their testimony. 

Mrs. Gottsegen. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JACK GOTTSEGEN, REPRESENTING THE 
WASHINGTON SECTION OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH 
WOMEN 


Mrs. Gorrsecen. I am Mrs. Jack Gottsegen of the Weshingion sec- 
tion of the National Council of Jewish Women. Our local section 
of 1,000 women is part of a national organization of 100,000 members 
throughout the United States, pledged to a program of action which 
will implement the democratic processes of our government, both 
locally and nationally. 

Here in the District of Columbia we perform many volunteer serv- 
ices. Such services require that we study and understand the prob- 
lems of our community, with special emphasis on welfare, education, 
and health. 

Since September 1952, when the Addison report was made public, 
one of our committees has made a continuous study of the proposed 
public works program, following its revisions closely. Its final re- 
pos was presented to our board of directors in December 1953. The 

ard voted to support the program which has been submitted to your 
committee. 

We are, therefore, aware of the many unmet needs so ably described 
to you by our city officials. They have also discussed with you the 
reasons why our revenues have been insufficient to cover these needs. 
We do not wish to take the time of this committee to repeat that in- 
formation. 

We support the provisions of the bill which set forth methods of 
financing this 10-year program, since we believe that all the people 
of the United States have an interest in and a responsibility for main- 
taining their Capital City. 

We are convinced that District taxpayers do more than their share 
in this nationwide responsibility through their not inconsiderable pay- 
ments of Federal and District taxes. 

Our organization further wishes to state our willingness to pay 
higher local taxes as our share in helping to bring this program into 


being. 
We are confident that this committee will consider carefully the 
need to have such tax increases distributed equitably among us. 
We are seriously concerned with the problems that confront this city 
if the program provided for in this bill is not executed. These prob- 
lems will not occur in the distant future. They face us today. 
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This is vividly illustrated by the fact that the 1954-55 District 
budget, sent to the House of Representatives last week, makes no owt 
vision for new construction out of the general fund because of lack 
revenues. 

We, therefore, respectfully urge this committee to report this bill 
favorably so that the needed appropriations may be considered in 
time for the fiscal year of 1955. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any questions, 
Judge? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. No. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Gottsegen, we appre- 
ciate not only your statement, but your patience. 

Mrs. Gorrsecen. You are very welcome. Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

Mrs. Taub, representing the American Association of University 
Women. 

Mrs. Taub, I know you. I have seen you sitting there all afternoon. 
So, I know you are tired, too, 

Permit me to say that I wish you would give your name, full name, 
for the record. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. NORMAN TAUB, REPRESENTING THE 
WASHINGTON BRANCH OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
UNIVERSITY WOMEN 


Mrs. Tavs. I am Mrs. Norman Taub of the American Association 
of University Women, Washington branch. 


The Washington branch of the American Association of University 
Women supports in principle the District of Columbia public works 
program for 1955 to 1964 as presented by the Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia as of December 1, 1953. 

We recognize that there is an urgent need for such a long-term plan 
for expansion and replacement of the present facilities. 

We commend the Citizens Advisory Committee on Public Works 
for the District of Columbia and the Board of Commissioners for 
their long-range planning and comprehensive analysis of the city’s 
needs. 

In view of the special interests of the Washington branch of the 
American Association of University Women and in the light of the 
program of our national organization, we would like particularly 
to endorse the following general building construction proposals: 

1. Expansion of public school facilities. 

2. Development of recreation sites. 

3. Modernization and replacement of existing hospital facilities 
and the development of new building to meet special needs. 

_ 4. The proposed departmental allocation for public welfare 
institutions. 

5. The construction of new branch libraries. 

We recognize that the carrying out of this program will require 
both increased District revenues and increased Federal assistance. 

_We urge that the congressional committees give careful considera- 
tion to the fiscal aspects of the program so as to assure an equitable 
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distribution of financial responsibility between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the District taxpayers. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Taub, does this repre- 
sent the viewpoint of your Washington branch ? 

Mrs. Tavs. The Washington branch; yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Your organization is very 
careful, as I understand it, and would permit no one to speak for 
them unless there is an endorsement for the appearance. 

Mrs. Tavs. That is right. This was voted on by a board of di- 
rectors. It represents the 450 members of our branch. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I have some good friends in 
your organization. I know their attitude. 

Thank you very much, Mrs. Taub. 

The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow morning at 
10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 5:17 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m. Friday, January 29, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 29, 1954 


Unirep States SENATE, House or RepresENTATIVEs, 
Jornt Fiscan AFFAmrs SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE 
COMMITTEES ON THE Disrricr or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C. 

The Joint Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee met at 10:08 a. m., pursuant 
to recess, in the District of Columbia room of the Capitol, Repre- 
sentative Joseph P. O’Hara of Minnesota presiding. 

(Present: Senator Case and Representatives O’Hara of Minnesota 
(presiding), Allen of California, Harris, and Smith of Virginia.) 


(Also present: Robert C. Albrook, clerk, and William P. Gulledge, 
> assistant counsel of Senate Committee on the District of Columbia; 
> and William C. McLeod, clerk, House of Representatives Committee 
» onthe District of Columbia. ) 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. The committee will be in 
order. 

Col. Joseph P. Ramsay, representing the Joint Planning Committee 


for Public Schools in Southeast Washington. 

Colonel Ramsay, as I recall it, you indicated yesterday you would 
require about 12 minutes. 

Colonel Ramsay. I believe that is correct. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Any time we can save on 
that time will be appreciated. 

Colonel Ramsay. Right, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You may proceed, Colonel. 


STATEMENT OF COL. JOSEPH P. RAMSAY, REPRESENTING THE 
JOINT PLANNING COMMITTEE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN SOUTH- 
EAST WASHINGTON 


Colonel Ramsay. Here is my statement and the booklet attached, 
both of which I request be extended in the record. I will explain the 
relationship of the booklet to my testimony as I proceed. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Colonel, I haven’t heard 
anybody argue about any cuts in the proposed demands of the needs 
for the school program. Now, maybe it is well I anticipate maybe 
some, but I think in some of these areas there are enough areas of 
argument we will want to have full discussion on and those areas in 
which there are little or no arguments I would suggest we try to save 
as much time as we can. 

Colonel Ramsar. Yes, sir. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. So, Colonel, if you will go 
ahead, we will be glad to hear from you. 

You may want to have your complete statement at the start of 
your testimony, and I wish you would file two copies with the clerk, 
and it may appear at this point in the record. 

(Colonel Ramsay’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CoL, JOSEPH P. RAMSAY, REPRESENTING THE JOINT PLANNING 
COMMITTEE FoR PuBLic SCHOOLS IN SOUTHEAST WASHINGTON 


I wish to express the sincere appreciation of each of the civic, service, and 
parent-teacher organizations of southeast Washington listed above, whom | 
speak for today as chairman of the Joint Planning Committee for Public Schools 
in Southeast Washington, for this opportunity to testify in favor of the enact- 
ment of H. R, 7389, which, if enacted, will become the District of Columbia Pub- 
lic Works Act of 1954. 

The joint planning committee was formed more than a year ago to seek 
authorization for the construction of desperately needed public school facilities 
in the area east of the Anacostia River and south of Pennsylvania Avenue. Addi- 
tional and newly formed organizations are constantly added to the membership 
of the committee, notably the new Draper School P. T. A., so that it can be said 
that the committee represents every interested civic, service, and parent-teacher 
organization in that area, with a combined membership of nearly 15,000. I am, 
therefore, to the extent appropriate to the purposes for which the committee 
exists, authorized to speak with the weight of all organized public opinion in this 
area of the city. 

Needless to say, the proposed $305 million 10-year building program which this 
legislation involves includes subject-matter and considerations outside the sphere 
of the legitimate interest of the joint planning committee, although, as indi- 
vidual citizens each of us has a deep and abiding interest in every phase of this 
bill. With your permission, therefore, and within my own terms of reference, 
I wish to confine myself to those parts of the bill that concern the District gen- 
eral fund, and more particularly, the projected construction program for public 
schools. 

In effect, this city has sent Congress two budgets this year. The usual budget 
submitted has been balanced by deliberately denuding it of almost all public 
works, and consists essentially of an operating budget, barely adequate to defray 
the day-to-day cost of running the city. H. R. 7389, on the other hand, authorizes 
a capital outlay budget for the next 10 years, and if approved, will be followed 
by a request for a supplemental appropriation of $28 million for the coming 
fiscal year. 

For the most part, the financial difficulties of the city are centered around 
the general fund, which fund finances all but water and highway projects. 
Sources of revenue are leveling off or falling, while operating costs continue to 
rise. To meet this situation, title VII of H. R. 7389 authorizes loans from the 
Treasury of $39,750,000 over the next 10 years, while title VIII would boost 
the Federal contribution to the District by $9 million per annum. Taken to- 
gether, these two items would provide the revenue for capital outlays of 
$129,746,000. However, H. R. 7389 of itself authorizes no particular expenditure 
or construction project, but requires specific approval of Congress each fiscal 
year for each project, in connection with that year’s budget request. 

Titles [IX through XVI of H. R. 7389 increase the gas tax a penny a gallon, 
double the cigarette tax to 2 cents a pack, boost the tax on insurance premiums, 
impose a 2 percent sales tax on phone calls, and raise the tax on alcoholic bev- 
erages and bus mileage. District officials estimate this will increase revenues 
by $46,555,000 over the next 10 years. This will approximately balance the 
added cost of maintaining and staffing new construction, plus repayment of about 

7,500,000 in principal and interest on borrowings. 

Of the proposed $129,746,000 construction program, it is planned to use 
$83,326,000 for building construction for those departments of the eity listed 
in title VII. $34,656,000 is earmarked for 52 public school construction projects. 
For the coming fiscal year, capital outlays for public schools are planned in the 
amount of $5,233,760, while $5,585,000 is projected for fiscal year 1956. In- 
cluded in the first year, as priorities 2, 3, and 4, are an 8-room expansion of Pat- 
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terson School, for $295,000; an 8-room expansion of Draper School, for $233,600 ; 
and a new junior high school at Fourth and Mississippi Avenues SE., for 
$2,405,600. In the second year, in the 15th priority, is included an expansion 
of Anacostia Senior High, for $560,000. It is in support of the urgent need for 
the construction of these school facilities that our committee urges your early 
enactment of H. R. 7389. 

The member organizations of the joint planning commiftee support this legis- 
lation in principle, without committing their membership to detailed support of 
its every provision. We believe that the salvation of the city’s financial prob- 
lems lies only in the direction of increased revenues. To that end, we cheerfully 
support those increases in taxes required to place our city on a sound, nondeficit 
financing basis. We believe this legislation for the first time raises Federal 
payments to the District Government to a level commensurate with the Federal 
Government’s position in and its demands upon the District. We welieve that 
a capital outlay program for the District has for so long been underfinanced that 
there is now a demonstrated need for a long-term prozram of public works, 
financed in part by low-interest bearing, long-term loans from the Federal 
Treasury. Our support of H. R. 7389 is predicated upon our particular knowl- 
edge of the urgent need for expanded public school facilities in southeast Wash- 
ington, and the belief that only through enactment of this public works bill 
will the needed revenues be provided for their construction. 

Few people who do not live in our part of town appreciate what has happened 
on the other side of the Anacostia River in the past 13 years. In 1940, there 
were only 26,840 people and 5,655 houses on that side of the river, south of 
Pennsylvania Avenue. By 1950, population jumped to 79,170, and dwelling units 
to 22,315. In these 10 years, the area has more than tripled. Most of this 
growth took place in the area south of St. Elizabeths Hospital, the area served 
by the two elementary schools to be expanded, and to be served by the new 
junior high school. Comparable figures for 1940 were 7,379 people and 1,365 
houses, which by 1950, reached a total of 36,626 people and 10,370 houses, an 
increase of more than 5 times the 1940 figure. This rapid growth has not yet 
begun to taper off, but on the contrary is even accelerating still further. As of 
the end of December 1952, there were 27,035 dwelling units in this area, show- 
ing an average increase per year since the 1950 census of 1,716 dwelling units, 
exceeding the 10-year average of 1,566 dwelling units for the 1940-50 period. 
Although complete figures for 1953 are not yet available, records of the District 
Building Permit Office show that 53 new apartment buildings were begun in the 
area this year, housing 1,297 families and approximately 16 new private homes. 
This new construction is predominantly south of Saint Blizabeth’s Hospital. 

For the past 10 years, the elementary schools in this area have been grossly 
overcrowded, and almost continually on a part-time basis. Chart No. 1, attached 
shows that Patterson School has been continually overcrowded from the day it 
opened, By January 1950, when Simon School opened, Patterson School was 
carrying a student load of 207 percent over capacity. Simon School was also 
overcrowded from the first day it opened. This fall Simon School had an en- 
rollment of 1,588 students, in a building designed for 1,080 pupils. When the 
Draper School opened this November, 650 students were transferred to it from 
Simon School, although Draper has a capacity of only 576. The current en- 
rollment of these 3 schools plus the Congress Heights School, which comprise 
the 4 elementary schools south of Saint Elizabeth’s Hospital, is 3,629, although 
their combined capacity is only 3,024. If the two 8-room expansions for Patter- 
son and Draper Schools were in existence today, there would be an excess of 
some 40 pupils. Chart No. 2 illustrates that these added elementary facilities 
will be inadequate by the time they are built. 

The 4 elementary schools just mentioned, plus the Ann Beers, Randle High- 
lands, Ketcham, Orr, and Stanton Schools comprise the 9 elementary schools in 
the area east of the Anacostia River and south of Pennsylvania Avenue. Simon, 
Patterson, and Stanton Schools are the largest schools in the city. All the 
graduates of seven of these schools, and a substantial number from two of them, 
are now sent to Kramer Junior High School. However, more than 60 percent 
of the student population of Kramer Junior High School lives south of Saint 
Elizabeth’s Hospital, and must travel from 3 to 5 miles by bus, then walk a mile 
through the heaviest traffic of congested downtown Anacostia, consuming at least 
an hour each way. The new junior high school will be within walking distance 
from their homes. 
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A statistical study of conditions prevailing at Kramer Junior High School, 
prepared by this committee in cooperation with the Board of Education, was, 
we understand, presented to you by the Superintendent of Schools, as a part 
of his testimony justifying the construction of the new junior high school at 
Fourth and Mississippi Avenues SE. Thus, it is unnecessary for me to repeat 
any information contained in that study. However, charts 3 and 4, attached 
hereto, are two of the charts that were contained in that booklet, brought 
forward to reflect the past year. Kramer has a capacity of only 1,101 students. 
But you will note that our figures predict an enrollment of 1,531 students next 
fall, and 1,649 for the following school year. Approval of funds for the con- 
struction of the new junior high school this year will not permit its completion 
before the spring of 1956. By using every available inch of space, locker rooms, 
Zymnasiums, recreation rooms, and cafeterias, it is hoped that part-time classes 
will be avoided next year. But the delays experienced so far make it inevitable 
that part-time classes will begin in the fall of 1955. Though not shown on this 
chart, if the new junior high school is not approved this year there will be 
more than 1,800 students enrolling in Kramer in the fall of 1956. 

We have included the fourth chart to illustrate the school population trend 
in our area for the past decade. Those schools north of St. Elizabeths Hos- 
pital have not shown so dramatic a growth as those in the area to be served 
by the two elementary additions and the new junior high, but on an overall 
basis the elementary school population has tripled since 1942. 

Although the expansion of Anacostia Senior High is included only as a 
relatively low priority item in the second year of the construction program, 
it is nevertheless an urgently needed project. It is clear that the inexorable 
pressure of increased elementary-school enrollment will eventually be brought 
to bear on senior high school facilities. When the graduating classes of two 
junior high schools, each as big or bigger than Anacostia Senior High, start to 
move into the higher grades, unless far-sighted plans are formulated now, there 
will be an even worse crisis at Anacostia Senior High than the one we face 
today at Kramer. If part-time classes are intolerable at the junior high school 
level, how mvch more so are they for senior high school scholars. Juvenile 
delinquency could not fail to increase under such adverse conditions. 

In summation, we believe the increased taxes called for by H. R. 7389 are 
necessary; we believe this legislation for the first time raises the Federal 
contribution to a level commensurate with the demands of the Federal Govern- 
ment upon the District; and we believe that low-interest-bearing long-term 
borrowings from the Federal Treasury are essential to amortize the cost of 
an extensive but urgently needed public works program. In particular, we 
believe that a capital outlay. of $3,494,200, for the four public school construc- 
tion projects outlined above is an urgent and immediate necessity deserving 
of your earliest favorable action. We know of no other means to obtain the 
revenues required for these vital projects. 

Budget Officer Fowler has estimated that there will be a deficit in the general 
fund, at the end of 10 years, if this public works program is approved, of 
$102,958,079. If H. R. 7389 is not approved, and no expenditure for capital outlay 
is made over the next 10 years, except certain minimum improvements not 
exceeding $1,500,000 per annum, he estimates that there will be a deficit of 
$92,384,600. He also reports that, if the past customary procedure of spending 
about $10 million per annum on capital outlay is continued without this public 
works program, there will be a deficit in the general fund of $253,079.770. These 
estimates are based on certain assumptions, including principally a 2% increase 
in operating expenses. He thus offers you three alternative deficits. Yet there 
is no realistic alternative to a long-term program of public works for the District 
of Columbia. Our support of H. R. 7389 is predicated, not upon approval of all 
of its details, but of the public works program in principle. This committee 
should examine more closely the fiscal aspects of this legislation. We are not 
opposed to further tax increases if they are found to be required to finance ade- 
quate public schools. It appears probable that the Federal contribution should 
be further increased and even more favorable terms created for long-term Federal 
borrowing. A careful reexamination should be made of the assumption upon 
which these predicted deficits are based. The District government should be 
placed upon a sound financial basis. Whatever this committee may decide, we 
urge that you do not fail to authorize a public works program for the District 
of Columbia that will relieve the present intolerable shortage of adequate public 
school facilities. 
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GROWTH OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP 
FEEDING KRAMER JUNIOR HIGH 
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INCREASING ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP BY GRADES 
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Colonel Ramsay. Thank you, sir. 

To save your time, I shall abridge my comments, to make four 
principal points. 

First, I would like you to appreciate that the group I represent 
contains all of the interested civic service and parent-teacher groups 
in the area of southeast Washington, east of the Anacostia River and 
south of Pennsylvania Avenue. 

We represent approximately 15,000 organized citizens and an area 
of about 70,000 in population, so that the efforts of this committee 
have been to unify public sentiment with respect to this bill, so that, 
insofar as it concerns public schools and Sallie school construction, 
we can give you the feeling of the entire community. However, be- 
cause of the broad scope of this bill, a $305-million, 10-year program, 
naturally many portions of it fall outside of the natural scope of 
interest and responsibility of a group concerned primarily with public 
schools. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I presume it would also 
be true, Colonel Ramsay, that in connection with the school program 
it is more or less out to meet the immediate demands rather than 
any further needs for capital improvements in the school program 
beyond the 10-year walked, and immediately probably beyond the 10- 
year period, 

Colonel Ramsay. That is correct, sir. 

Further, it will be impossible for a group of citizens to evaluate the 
order of priority as projected for the next 10 years. 

We feel that we 4 a particular knowledge and interest of the 
urgency of 4 items that appear, 3 in the first year and 1 in the second 
year. Of these 3, in the first year there is an 8-room expansion of 
Patterson School and an 8-room expansion of Draper School involved 
and a $2 million appropriation for a new junior high school. 

In the second year, there is approximately $560,000 in the 15th 
priority for expansion of Anacostia Senior High. 

The facts and figures which are in my statement and which will be 
a part of the record indicate the drastic urgency for these items. 

Now, in connection with the booklet I handed you, these charts 
and figures were presented to you by Dr. Corning in his official testi- 
mony and were prepared in cooperation with the Board of Education 
by the group I represent. I understand he didn’t actually place in 
the record the charts he showed you. So, the booklet is attached for 
the purpose of making a record of those facts and figures. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The booklet may appear in 
connection with your testimony. 

I assume all the witnesses who appeared the first 2 days representing 
the departments of our Distriet government will insert in their testi- 
mony, and they certainly have permission and may insert, at least 
as exhibits in the record, any charts and maps and plans, and such 
things because it is probably highly important that we have that before 
us when we are in executive session. 

Colonel Ramsay. There is one other point, sir: Many people don’t 
realize that this area and south of St. Elizabeths in the last 12 years 
has increased more than 5 times since 1940. The overall area has 
tripled in that period of time and the rate of growth of construction 
in that area is continuing at the same or even at an increased rate, so 
that these facilities are necessary to avoid part-time classes, and un- 
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doubtedly by the time they are constructed they, in themselves, will 
be inadequate. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think Dr. Corning indi- 
cated or at least it was the impression by me that was probably the 
heaviest growth in any area and the demands upon the schools there 
have been greater than I think in almost any other section. 

I am speaking now of growth. 

Colonel Ramsay. That is correct, sir. In fact, if the additions to 
the elemental schools were in existence now, with the present popu- 
lation of the schools, they would be overcrowded. They would have 
a population or enrollment greater than the capacity of those to be 
built. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I presume your testimony 
is particularly directed to the southeast area; is that correct, Colonel ? 

Colonel Ramsay. That’s correct ; yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I presume it does not fully 
cover some other areas, which have some critical situations, as fully 
as perhaps Dr. Corning’s testimony. 

&olonel Ramsay. It wouldn’t, sir, because, of course, we are unable 
to serve an area of the city beyond the areas in which our organiza- 
tions normally operate. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I am not saying that in 
any discredit of your testimony, but it is only a natural result. 

Colonel Ramsay. That is correct. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You are speaking more fully 
of those areas about which you are more intimately acquainted? 

Colonel Ramsay. Yes, sir. 

It has always been our approach with the Board of Education and 
the Commissioners to work with them to develop an equitable order 
of priorities. We have been working to obtain these additional fa- 
cilities not just this year, but over many years, and we have now 
achieved the position of being somewhere near the top of the priority 
list. The schools I have mentioned are 2, 3 and 4 in the public works 
program for schools. We haven’t reached that point by any easy 
process, but only as the situation has developed near crisis propor- 
tions. 

With respect to this particular bill, which would produce by in- 
creased taxes $46,555,000 over the next 10 years, through the increase 
of various taxes, would authorize an increase of $9 million per annum 
in the Federal contribution and authorize the borrowing of $39,750,- 
000 from the Treasury for the financing of the general fund, the plan, 
as we understand it, is to defray the cost of $129,746,000 of public 
works, of which $34,656,000 is for these 52 public school construction 
projects. 

The member organizations of the Joint Planning Committee sup- 
— this legislation in principle, without committing their mem- 
ership to the details accorded its every provision. 

We believe that the salvation of the city’s financial problems lies 
only in the direction of increased revenues. To that end, we cheer- 
fully support those increases in taxes required to place our city on a 
sound, nondeficit financing basis. 

We believe this legislation for the first time raises Federal pay- 
ments to the District government to a level commensurate with the 
Federal Government’s position in and its demands upon the District. 
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We believe that a capital outlay program for the District has for 
so long been underfinanced that there is now a demonstrated need for 
a long-term program of public works, financed in part by low-interest- 
bearing, long-term loans from the Federal Treasury. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I presume it is true, Colonel 
Ramsay, that the groups you represent and you, personally, feel that 
this long-range prograin is something which probably should have 
been started many, many, many years ago. 

Colonel Ramsay. Yes; we do, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And has snowballed on us 
to the point where now we are confronted with a very serious situa- 
tion in the District as to capital outlay and probably financing it is 
one problem which is a headache, and I don’t know anyone who is 
going to be cheerful about having taxes raised; but I do frankly con- 
fess that some of them are going to have to be raised, and that is an 
answer to part of the problem. 

Colonel Ramsay. We realize you must balance the economic prob- 
lems that are created by increased taxes with the problem of this 
snowballed program, which must be amortized over a period of time. 

We are concerned with some statements that Budget Officer Fowler 
has submitted, that if the program is approved there will be a deficit 
of $102,958,079; that if no program of public works is approved and 
no outlay for capital works is made, except possibly a million and a 
half per annum, we will be $92,384,600 in the hole; and that if you con- 
tinue to give us $10 million a year for public works, and there is no 
public-works program as outlined, we will be $253,079,777 in the 
hole. 

Now, these estimates are based on assumptions, including princi- 
pally the assumption that there will be a 2 percent increase in op- 
erating expenses. Thus, you are apparently offered three alternative 
deficits. Yet, as you have indicated by your questions and remarks, 
and as I have indicated, there is no alternative to the public-works 
program. 

Therefore, our support of H. R. 7389 is predicated not upon ap- 
proval of its fiscal details, but of the program in principle. 

We feel that the committee should examine more closely the fiscal 
aspects of this legislation, and this, I believe, will be a refreshing note 
from a group of 15,000 citizens. We are not opposed to further in- 
creases in the taxes recommended by H. R. 7389. We feel if they are 
necessary to have adequate public schools—and I can’t go beyond 
schools with this group—that they should be increased. 

We feel that it is probable that the Federal contribution has not 
been sufficiently increased and that even more favorable terms should 
be found for long-term Federal borrowing. 

We feel there should be a careful reexamination of the assumptions 
upon which these predicated estimates are based, and we feel, in the 
last analysis, the District should be placed upon a sound financial basis. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, the citizens of southeast Washington 
are perfectly willing to pay for this program. 

Whatever this committee decides, we urge that you do not fail to 
authorize a public-works program for the District of Columbia that 
will relieve the present intolerable shortage of public-school facilities. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Colonel, speaking of Mr. 
Fowler’s testimony, of course, Mr. Fowler is the budget officer of the 
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District and over a long period of time has been confronted with many 
problems, and if I were in his position I would be probably either as 
pessimistic as he is or maybe even more so, because the problem which 
does confront us, with these demands, which we sckniowladiie are 
pressing, is that we don’t know how many other demands in this 
10-year period are going to arise, what legislation will arise which 
will increase the cost of the District. If we could just say, “This is 
all there is going to be,” it would be fine; we could probably feel like 
gambling a little bit on some of these things. 

Colonel Ramsay. Well, Mr. Chairman, this is an authorization and 
not an approval of a specific program. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That is true. 

Colonel Ramsay. Therefore, we can face the future as it develops. 
What we need to do is make a start in the right direction. 

But our suggestion is that the fiscal basis of this legislation be re- 
examined. 

We don’t contend that other witnesses who state the aspects or the 
burden of the taxes upon their businesses may or may not be right, 
but there is an answer to this District finances that will put it on a 
sound basis, and we urge the committee to find it; and we know that 
the citizens of the District of Columbia are not adverse to paying for 
what this city needs. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think that is true; but, of 
course, the job which you have just handed us is a very large one, as 
you appreciate. 

Colonel Ramsay. We suggest you rely upon the experts, the Com- 
missioners and their staff to determine the best fiscal program, to- 
gether with such expert advice as may brought before this committee. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We shall lean on them very 
heavily. 

Colonel Ramsay. Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any questions? 

Representative ALLEN of California. No. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Colonel Ramsay, we ap- 
preciate very much your testimony. 

So that the record is clear the statement of Colonel Ramsay may 
appear in full at the beginning of his testimony and the green booklet 
will be attached as an exhibit to the record. 

Colonel Ramsay. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Colonel Ramsay. 

(The booklet referred to is as follows:) 


A JuNIoR Hien ScHoot Crisis IN SOUTHEAST WASHINGTON, 1953 


(The Joint Planning Committee for Public Schools in Southeast Washington:, 
*arent-teacher associations: Anne Beers, Congress Heights, Ketcham, Kramer, 
Orr, Patterson, Randle Highlands, Simon, Stanton; citizens associations: 
Congress Heights, Hillcrest, Randle Highlands, Southeast Council, Washington 
Highlands; service organizations: Kiwanis of Eastern Branch, Kiwives of 
Eastern Branch, Southeast Business and Professional Women’s Club, Wash- 
ington Highlands Lions Club) 


FOREWORD 


There is a junior high school crisis in Southeast Washington. Part-time 
classes are inevitable at Kramer Junior High, unless construction of a new junior 
high school in Southeast is started this summer. 

Last year Congress recognized this urgency by specifically including plan 
money for this school in the 1953 budget. In compiling the 1954 budget the 
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Board of Education requested funds for its construction. The District Com- 
missioners excluded this request from the budget now before Congress. This 
action was unanimously protested by the Board of Education in a resolution 
directed to the District Commissioners on January 21, 1953. 

If funds are appropriated this year, the new school will be ready for occupancy 
by the spring of 1955 and the specter of part-time classes at Kramer will be 
avoided. 

In 1940 there were only 26,840 people and 6,655 dwellings south of Pennsylvania 
Avenue, on the east side of the Anacostia River. By 1950 our population had 
jumped to 79,170 and ‘the dwellings to 22,315. In just 10 years the population 
of this part of the District had tripled. Most of this growth has been in the 
area that will be served by this new junior high school. 

This trend of growth is accelerating. From May 1950 to January 1953, 3,995 
new dwellings were started, or an average of 1, 500 per year. In the 6 months’ 
period from July through December 1952, 1,606 dwelling permits were issued. 

Chart 1 shows that the membership at Kramer (official capacity 1,101) will 
exceed 1,500 pupils by the fall of 1954. Chart 2 shows the growth of elementary 
school membership for the last 10 years for the 6 elementary schools now feeding 
Kramer Junior High. Note that this membership has more than doubled. Chart 
3 shows the inevitable growth of junior high membership in the area as indicated 
by the increasing membership by grades of these 6 elementary schools. 

The map of the area shows that Kramer Junior High now serves 6 elementary 
schools including the 3 largest in the District of Columbia, and that it will serve 
a seventh early in 1954. It shows that 60 percent of the students of Kramer 
now travel 3 to 5 miles from the area in which the new junior high school is to 
be built. 

To meet this school crisis, every civic, service and parent-teacher organization 
in Southeast Washington has formed a joint planning committee. The District 
Congress of Parent-Teachers in a precedent-breaking move has also endorsed 
the need for immediate construction of this new junior high school. It is our 
single avowed purpose to reinforce the Board of Education and the Superin- 
tendent of Schools in urging the Appropriations Committee of the House and of 
the Senate to approve funds for construction of this school this year. 

We therefore earnestly request $2,409,050 for construction of a new junior 
high school at Fourth Street and Mississippi Avenue SE. 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Edward J. Schmuck, 
general counsel of the Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co. 

Mr. Schmuck, I know there were a great many requests of the 
clerks of the committees for various witnesses representing insurance 
companies to appear pertaining to that portion of the bill which 
dealt with the increase in taxes upon insurance companies. 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I suggested, and I meant 
no disrespect to those who wanted to testify, in the interest of con- 
serving time that there be some arrangement whereby two witnesses 
could get together and represent the views of all of them, so that I 
assume that you and Mr. Kr reeger, Mr. David L. Kreeger, vice-presi- 
dent of the Government Employees Insurance Co., speak in their 
behalf, as I presumed and assumed that the problem was mutual to 
all; is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Scumvuck. In general, the problem is a mutual one; yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And you two gentlemen will 
speak generally for the insurance—I don’t know whether the word 
is correct—industry 

Mr. Scumuck. Well, we use it, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You are representing and 
speaking for these various people who have been interested in oppo- 
sition to the proposal of the bll to increase the taxes on insurance 
premiums ¢ 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. All right. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWARD J. SCHMUCK, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
ACACIA MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE CO. 


Mr. Scumuck. I may say this, Mr. Chairman; that the first morn- 
ing of these hearings it was obvious that we had to do something to 
afford reasonable cooperation to this committee in the conservation of 
time. That is the effort we have made, and we have secured the consent 
of all who requested time that they will waive their request to appear. 
However, practically in every case the company or association con- 
cerned has asked that we make the request this morning to the com- 
mittee that they be permitted to insert a written statement in the 
record. There are a number of people in this room who have 
statements, and I have several statements here, to be inserted in the 
record. So, we, would like to have permission to insert these state- 
ments in the record at the appropriate time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr Schmuck, it may be 
understood, and it may appear in the record, that all of those who 
desire to file written statements may do so. I a ate in some re- 
gards some of them might have some phase which would be affected 
differently by their company, and, so, all of the persons who desire 
may insert in the record following the testimony of yourself and Mr. 
Kreeger their statements, their written statements, and that applies 
to all of them. 

Mr. Scumuck. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We do appreciate, and the 
committee appreciates, the cooperation which we have had from your 
group in the interest of time, in the presentation of the problem w hich 
this lesisletion raises by limiting the presentation to two witnesses ; 
but, as I have said, each of the representativ es of the various insur- 
ance companies may insert in the record a statement of their testimony 
had they testified. 

Mr. Scumvuck. Thank you, sir. 

We are satisfied that anything else would have been an imposition 
considering the demands that are being made upon the committee. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

How much time will you require, Mr. Schmuck? 

Mr. Scumuck. I think, sir, if you will permit me to file my state- 
ment for the record and then attempt to brief the highlights 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It may appear at this point 
in the record. 

Mr. Scumuck. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. If you have 2 copies, we 
would appreciate it if you would file them with the reporter, in view 
of the two records. 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And if you can conserve time 
7 presenting it orally, or if there are certain portions you desire to 

ead, that is perfectly agreeable. 

Mr. Scumuck. Thank you, sir, and I hope I can cut this to 10 or 
12 minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Fine. 

(Mr. Schmuck’s prepared statement is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF Epwarp J. ScoMucK, GENERAL CouNSEL, ACACIA MuTUAL Lire 
INSURANCE Co. 


(In Opposition to the Provisions of Title XI, Sections 1101 and 1102 of H. R. 7389) 


Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co. was chartered by special act of Congress 
in 1869. Since then it has continuously maintained its home office and been 
domiciled in the District of Columbia. It is a mutual life insurance company, 
owned by and operated solely for the benefit of its more than 200,000 policy- 
holders. Acacia is admitted to do business in the District of Columbia and 
33 States. 

For the reasons discussed below, Acacia is unqualifiedly and strictly opposed 
to the provisions of H. R. 7389 which would increase the District of Columbia 
taxes on insurance premiums by 25 percent, from 2 percent to 2% percent. 
Acacia takes no position with respect to any other portions of the bill. 


BACKGROUND 


The taxation of insurance companies, as it has evolved over many years, has 
taken account of the complexities inherent in the business. Life-insurance 
companies pay a Federal income tax on a current formula which is a fixed 
percentage for all companies of their investment income less _ prescribed 
deductions. 

At the State level, including the District of Columbia, the traditional method 
of taxing insurance companies is the premium tax. In general, this tax is 
imposed on the gross premiums of a company on business done in the State, 
less prescribed deductions, such as the dividends or premium refunds paid to 
holders of mutual or participating policies. Annex A sets forth for life-insurance 
companies the table tax rate of the premium taxes in the several States. In 
the footnotes to Annex A there are shown some forms of deductions other than 
dividends established as variations in the determination of the tax base in 
particular States. The premium tax must be paid whether a company operated 
at a loss or a profit in any year. An interesting feature of the premium-tax 
method is that each State in which a company is admitted collects taxes on the 
business of that company originating in the State. 

All insurance companies admitted to do business in the District of Columbia, 
domestic and foreign, now pay taxes to the District at the rate of 2 percent 
of gross premiums collected on business done here, less certain deductions in- 
cluding dividends returned to policyholders. In the year 1952, the net revenues 
to the District from this source and from license and other fees collected by 
the Insurance Department aggregated $1,969,000. These revenues, without 
change in the tax base_or tax rate, increased from $1 million in the year 1942 
to their present figure simply through the growth of insurance. The normal 
growth of the insurance business is such that the amount of these revenues will 
substantially exceed $2 million in the current fiscal year. 

(In the discussion below illustrative material is based on 1952 figures, the 
latest for which complete accounting records and official Insurance Department 
reports are available. ) 

RETALIATORY STATUTES 


Thirty-two States, as shown in annex A, have so-called retaliatory statutes, 
under which an out-of-State company doing business in such a State is required 
to pay to that State a premium tax not less than the tax imposed in the State 
of the company’s domicile. To illustrate, a District of Columbia company doing 
business in the State of Maryland currently pays a 2 percent premium tax on its 
Maryland business because the premium-tax rate in both Maryland and the 
District is 2 percent. However, if the District of Columbia tax is raised to 214 
percent, then, under the retaliatory statutes of Maryland, District of Columbia 
companies doing business there would have to pay 2% percent to the State of 
Maryland. Since the tax rate in the overwhelming majority of States is 2 per- 
cent or less, the retaliatory impact upon the District of Columbia companies 
would require payment of an increased premium tax on business done in at 
least 25 of the States. 

If the District of Columbia premium-tax rate were increased from 2 percent 
to 21%4 percent, Acacia would have paid on its 1952 premium collections in the 
District of Columbia $6,610.48 additional taxes. But, because of the retaliatory 
statutes, Acacia would automatically have paid additional taxes, as shown in an- 
nex B, in 19 of 33 States in which it does business, aggregating $68,536.15 
Thus, under the retailiatory laws, Acacia automatically and without any action 
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on the part of the States would have paid more than $10 in added taxes outside 
the District of Columbia for every dollar of added taxes paid to the District of 
Columbia because of the latter’s increase in the premium-tax rate. For the one 
year 1952, Acacia’s added tax bill because of the proposed rate change would have 
amounted to over $75,000, of which less than one-tenth would be paid to the Dis- 
trict. The situation would be a continuing one. In fact, as Acacia may extend 
its operations into other States having retaliatory taxes, the tax impact outside 
the District of Columbia could become even greater. 

In addition to being unduly burdensome to Acacia, the overall tax result of the 
proposed premium-tax increase would be discriminatory against Acacia and other 
domestic companies by comparison, with the effect upon foreign-insurance com- 
panies doing business in the District. A large Massachusetts company licensed 
to do business in the District of Columbia, had taxable premiums slightly in ex- 
cess of $1,600,000 on business done here in the year 1952. Acacia’s taxable 
premiums on business done in the District in 1952 were $1,332,000, somewhat less 
than the Massachusetts company. If the District of Columbia premium-tax rate 
were 2% percent instead of 2 percent, as is proposed, the Massachusetts company 
would have paid approximately $8,000 additional taxes on its 1952 business. 
Acacia’s resulting additional tax bill, totaling over $75,000, almost 10 times as 
great, points up sharply the discriminatory result of the proposed tax increase 
against the District of Columbia domestic insurance companies. 

According to the records of the Insurance Department of the District of Colum- 
bia, the 122 life-insurance companies admitted to do business here in the year 
1952 collected approximately $59 million on their aggregate life-insurance busi- 
ness in the District. The proposed one-half percent increase in the premium- 
tax rate would have required these companies to pay additional premium taxes 
of about $290,000 on their 1952 business. Of this amount, 7 District of Columbia 
domestic life-insurance companies would have paid $18,137 additional taxes to 
the District. But these same 7 companies would have paid $131,737 outside the 
District of Columbia because of the retaliatory statutes. Thus, the additional 
taxes of these 7 companies by reason of the proposed increase from 2 percent to 
214 percent would have totaled $149,874, more than 50 percent of the total addi- 
tional tax revenue of the District of Columbia from all of the 122 life-insurance 
companies doing business here. Annex C shows the detail of the tax situation 
with respect to these seven companies. 

The retaliatory impact is not limited to life-insurance companies but applies 
as well to our domestic casualty and fire companies. Government Employees 
Insurance Co., at a 244-percent premium-tax rate, in 1952 would have paid $5,000 
additional taxes to the District and $31,000 to other States. Potomac Insurance 
Co., which has built up an extensive business along the eastern seaboard, would 
have paid $152 additional to the District of Columbia and $29,000 additional out- 
side the District. A smaller fire company doing a substantial business in Mary- 
land and other adjacent States would have paid $60 additonal to the District of 
Columbia and $2,818 additional to other States. This company, incidentally, 
had an operating loss in 1952. Another company which had an operating loss 
in 1952 reports that its premium taxes in that year amounted to 241 percent of 
its net income before taxes. The additional taxes resulting from a 244-percent 
rate would have increased the deficit of this company by about 40 percent. 

It is because of these facts that we submit respectfully but firmly that the 
proposal to increase the premium tax to 2% percent grossly penalizes the do- 
mestic companies domiciled in the District of Columbia, maintaining home offices 
here, employing hundreds of our citizens and contributing substantially through 
payroll and other business disbursements to the private economy of the District. 
We feel that no such result was intended, or perhaps even contemplated, and 
that these facts alone are sufficient reason for rejection of the proposal to in- 
crease the District of Columbia premium-tax rate from 2 percent to 2% percent. 

However, we would like to point out several additional reasons why the in- 
surance industry is unanimous in its opposition to the proposed increase. In the 
interest of conserving time, and to avoid duplication, the undersigned has been 
authorized to inform your committee that the discussion set out below represents 
the unanimous view of the insurance companies domiciled in the District of Co- 
lumbia, life, fire, and casualty; and, based upon information which has come to 
us, reflects the view of companies of other States admitted to do business in the 
District. 

INSURANCE IS HEAVILY TAXED 


Contrary to public opinion, the business of insurance is very heavily taxed. 
The principal taxes paid by the companies are income taxes paid to the Federal 
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Government and the State premium taxes. The companies also pay the usual 
real-estate and sales and use taxes, license and filing fees, and the substantial 
costs of the regular triennial examinations by the insurance departments. 

The financial records of 49 companies having 80 percent of all life insurance 
in force were analyzed for a period of years. Following the usual method of 
determining net income of business corporations and giving effect to the increase 
in reserves required by law to be held by life-insurance companies, it was deter- 
mined that premium tax of 2 percent, the present District rate, is equivalent to 
39 percent of net income for the year 1952. For the 10 years 1943-52 the com- 
parable equivalent is 26 percent of net income. 

The breakdown of the study for 1952 is as follows: 

Study based on 49 companies having 80 percent of the life insurance in force 
Total income “ ‘ $10,529 billion 
Total paid (benefits, taxes, and expenses) 6,762 billion 
Adal Goons, 46, 10081 SAUTER ee enteeitbcniind b<a eters 3,415 billion 
Net income 352 million 

Nore.—These companies paid premium taxes of $136 million or roughly 39 percent of 
the net income figure. 

Since the national average of premium taxes is at, or rather just below 2 per- 
cent, this calculation is directly applicable to the situation in the District of 
Columbia. When examined in these terms, it seems apparent that there is good 
reason for the insistence of the companies that the proposed 25 percent increase 
would impose an unduly harsh burden upon them, one entirely disproportionate 
to the tax increase asked of any other segment of business or our general popu- 
lation. 

It might be of further interest, in connection with this point, to look briefly 
at a few of our domestic companies. One of the life-insurance companies of the 
District of Columbia! has reported that a one-half percent increase in the pre- 
mium taxes which it paid in 1952 would have represented approximately one- 
third of its total net gain from operations in that year. Two casualty 
companies reported that the additional taxes would represent 16.2 percent and 
16.4 percent respectively of their net gains for the year 1952. One fire company 
reported that the added taxes would have amounted to 24.5 percent of its net 
gain for the year 1952 and another company reported that the added taxes would 
have increased its operating deficit by 38 percent. 

The examples could be multiplied but we believe that the foregoing sufficiently 
demonstrates the validity of our contention that the business of insurance is 
already too heavily taxed and the proposed increase would seriously affect 
some of our domestic companies. 


THE NATIONAL TAXING LEVEL 


The present 2 percent premium-tax rate is in line with the tax rate in the 
overwhelming majority of States. Annex A shows the life insurance premium- 
tax rates of all States. Of the 49 taxing jurisdictions, including the District of 
Columbia, 33 impose a premium tax of 2 percent or less. Only 16 impose a pre- 
mium tax in excess of 2 percent and of these 3 have a tax rate of less than 2.5 
percent. Furthermore, because of adjustments and dedutcions allowed in some 
of these 16 States, their taxes equated according to the District of Columbia 
premium tax formula, amount to 2 pereent or less. A number, but by no means 
all, of these adjustments are shown on annex A. 

For example, the State of Indiana, showing a 3 percent tax rate, allows a de- 
duction for death and disability payments in determining taxable premiums. 
As a result, taxes paid in Indiana equated according to the District of Columbia 
formula for determining taxable premiums actually amount to less than the 2 
percent tax rate imposed by the District. Florida, Maryland, New Jersey, and 
West Virginia, among other States, tax annuities at the rate of 1 percent. In- 
diana, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia impose no taxes on an- 
nuity considerations. The District of Columbia includes annuity considera- 
tions in its taxable premiums at the full 2 percent rate. Therefore, as a result 
of adjusting in those States which do not tax annuity considerations or tax them 
at a lower rate, their table rate of tax equated according to the District of Colum- 
bia formula is materially reduced. Other States such as Missouri, New Jersey, 
and Texas allow reduction in the tax rate when specified percentages of assets, 
reserves, or capital stock are invested in those States. Thus, by reasonable 
allocation of reserve funds held to support policies issued in those States, an 
insurance company can reduce the premium tax rate substantially below the 
table rate shown in annex A. 
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Because of these factors, it will be seen that it is no fair comparison to merely 
take the table rate of tax shown for a particular state and it becomes evident 
that there is a sound basis for the statement that not only do the overwhelming 
majority of States have a table rate of premium tax of 2 percent or less, but the 
national average rate of premium taxes is actually below 2 percent. 


CONTRIBUTION TO THE DISTRICT 


It may be thought that because a substantial part of the insurance business 
in the District of Columbia is conducted by foreign companies doing business 
here, the money of our citizens is leaving the District with no resulting ad- 
yantage to our community. The 1952 operations records of 49 life-insurance 
companies of other jurisdictions were reviewed. These companies increased 
their investments in the District $12,979,000, paid District policyholders and 
beneficiaries $28,170,000 and incurred operating expenses and taxes in con- 
nection with their District business of $6,943,000. The premiums collected by 
these companies in the District amounted to $48,481,000, $4,611,000 less than their 
aggregate economic contribution to the District. It thus becomes evident that 
the life-insurance companies are not only a valuable pool of resources for their 
individual policyholders but are also an important economic factor for the Dis- 
trict. 

THE NATIONAL IMPACT OF A DISTRICT PREMIUM TAX INCREASE 


We know that the argument is too often used that what is done in the District 
of Columbia may set an adverse national pattern. Nevertheless, this argu- 
ment is particularly appropriate to the proposal to increase premium taxes in 
the District of Columbia. 

Until recent years the insurance business was not considered interstate com- 
merce. The well-known decision in the Southeastern Underwriter case reversed 
the previous rulings of the Supreme Court and declared the business of insurance 
to be interstate commerce. Thereupon, to permit the continuation of the effeec- 
tive system of State regulation of insurance and to preserve to the States the ac- 
companying tax revenues, Congress adopted Public Law 15. Under this law, 
with minor exceptions relating to conspiracy and antitrust violations, the regu- 
lation of the business of insurance is left to the States. Since the enactment 
of Public Law 15, Congress has taken no specific action assertive of its juris- 
diction over the business of insurance. 

If now the Congress, at the request of the District Commissioners, were to 
increase the premium taxes on insurance companies from 2 to 2% percent, 
there is strong reason to believe that the legislators of the several States, be- 
cause of the anomalous situation relating to insurance, would consider the con- 
gressional action as suggestive. If so, there would be a strong temptation to 
raise the burden of premium taxes from the present 2-percent level to a 2%4- 
pereent level. It seems appropriate to point out that had a 2%4-percent level 
obtained nationally in 1952, the tax burden of the life-insurance companies alone 
would have been increased a total of $40 million. 

It is also significant in our opinion that many States in recent years have 
considered increasing premium taxes and, for the reasons set forth here, in- 
cluding the penalty that such increases impose upon domestic companies be- 
cause of retaliatory statutes, have abandoned the idea. 


THE COMPETITIVE POSITION 


The competitive position of life insurance companies is already impaired by 
the amount of Federal and States taxes paid by them. No other form of sav- 
ings bears such a burdensome tax. Presently, $3.50 of every $100 of premium 
deposited by a policyholder represents direct taxes paid by life insurance com- 
panies in the form of State premium taxes or Federal income tax. 

Because of the tax situation, a number of employers embarking upon pension 
plans for their employees have determined that the taxes imposed upon life- 
insurance companies are too great a burden upon their pension contributions to 
warrant the funding of such plans by annuity, endowment or life-insurance 
contracts. These plans are lost to other savings media solely because of the 
tax impact. The 2-percent premium tax on annuity considerations, for example, 
was disclosed in studies made in 1950 to exceed the average expenses of the 
companies for handling group annuity plans, which amount to 1.89 percent of 
considerations received. Currently, the 644-percent Federal income tax on life 
insurance company investment income has the effect of increasing the cost 
of insured pension plans by about 5 percent. 





534 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Neither of these burdensome taxes is borne by a pension plan funded through 
the agency of a bank trustee. Consequently, life-insurance companies are find- 
ing it increasingly difficult to compete with other methods of funding pension 
plans. This discrimination is also being felt in the case of individuals who de- 
sire to save through the medium of life-insurance and annuity policies. Rising 
costs ultimately are reflected in reduced policyholder dividends or, in some 
instances, increased premiums. An increase in the premium tax rate would fur- 
ther aggravate the existing discrimination and unfairly prejudice one element 
of our business community. 


CONCLUBION 


There is a broader implication in the business of insurance, with its many 
social and economic advantages to both the individual and the community, which 
should be considered. To the extent that the individual provides for his and his 
dependents’ protection against major uncertainties, the community is relieved 
from possible burden for the maintenance of its citizens. We submit that as a 
matter of broad policy it should be a function of Government to encourage 
the purchase of insurance protection by its citizens or, at the very least, to do 
nothing to discourage such purchase. The proposed tax increase is such a dis- 
couragement since, as an additional expense of the insurance companies, it 
would reflect in the final analysis in higher net cost to the policyholders through 
the effect upon funds available to pay dividends or, perhaps, as to future policy- 
holders, upon premium rates. 

We sincerely believe that the proposed tax increase is unsound and unfair, 
and is discriminatory both in relation to tax increases otherwise proposed and 
in the impact it would have upon the domestic insurance companies. We re- 
spectfully request that the proposal be rejected by your committee and that 
sections 1101 and 1102 of H. R. 7389 be stricken from the bill. 

Respectfully submitted. 


ANNEX A 


State premiums tazes, life-insurance companies 
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No. Nebraska... 
No. || Nevada. = 
No. | New Hampshire-. 
No. New Jersey ! 46 

| No. || New Mexico_.__. 
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| No. Ohio '@ 
No. | Oklahoma ? 

| No. Oregon. 

| Yes. Pennsylvania 
Yes. | Rhode Island a 
No. South Carolina ? 1°__ 
Yes. South Dakota’ 
Yes. Tennessee * 
Yes. Texas 2 6 10_ 

Yes. | Utah ¢10._.__. 

} 

| 

| 

| 


= 


Alabama! 
Arizona. . . -- > 
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nwpooww 
oa 





Oo 
PNNPNNPNNON WEDD ENNNE NNN 


NPP NN ENN SENSONNDE EPID 
accont 


cowoococeoc-: 














1 Tax base limited to 1244 percent of premiums collected from al] sources. 

2 Reduction in rate allowed when specified percentage of assets, reserves, or capital stock invested in the 
State. 

3 Rate is 2 percent on accident and sickness premiums. 

4 Rate is 1 percent on annuity considerations. 

5’ Death and disability payments, and dividends, allowed as deductions in determining taxable premiums. 

* Offsets allowed, for example, for franchise or income taxes, license, examination, or valuation fees. 

7 Rate is 14 percent on annuity considerations. 

* Rate is 1% percent on annuity considerations. 

* Rate is 2% percent on accident and sickness, disability, and accidental death premiums. 

™ No tax on annuity considerations. 
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ANNEX B 


Increase in Acacia’s premium tares because of 244-percent District of Columbia 
tax rate (based on 1952 premiums) 


State Amount | Amount State Amount Amount 


District of Columbia- - - -- , 610. aimee, Ff ee J al , 295. 83 
Connecticut.....-.....--.- | 343.72 || Oregon _- cc ‘Smasettiaitied , 956. 43 
Delaware -| . 811.00 || Pennsylvania . eer nd ‘ , 452. 10 
[linois . 289. 26 || Rhode Island iii 403. 91 
Indiana !_.....- iain penneth at 50.00 || Virginia. ae on sana 3. 650. 38 
Kansas. .-.----------------]---------- . i6. 24 || Washington edetelaE sash eiebaiel 2. 052. 26 
Kentucky . 476. 17 Wisconsin iii > . 738. 42 

1 

1 

il 

| 


Louisiana Jcnatguecibeghtsesasieeces 2,173. 74 
Maryland ‘ 30 
Massachusetts . 913. 25 6, 610. 48 
Michigan... . 308. 84 |) rs 
Minnesota , 407. 90 Grand total__...... 

Missouri . 445. 40 


’ $6, 610. 48 68, 536.15 


! Although the premium tax table rate is 3 percent in Indiana, because of deductions allowed for claim 
payments, the tax base is substantially reduced. Thus, additional taxes would actually be due Indiana 
if the District of Columbia rate becomes 244 percent. 


ANNEX C 


Additional premium tages of 7 District of Columbia domestic life insurance 
companies for 1952 if District of Columbia premium tax at 2% percent 


District of | 


Columbia | Other states Total 





Acacia_.. ; vente $6, 610 | $68, 536 | $75, 146 
American Home. ---- .- pion wt a | 322 1, 413 | 1, 735 
EqQuteRils « ccdccccsenccisivcdandgtbmadenedtnes a 4, 302 15, 285 19, 587 
Federal_._-- — sielitihiiedihiiaeandat ; baa 1, 004 ; 1, 004 
Government Employees Life nathan giathasehsncds 503 447 950 
PONS cee ahh ek ad cadena waits odianats ant 4, 928 45, 800 50, 728 
United Services..........--. dnistdatec edé< 468 256 724 





18, 137 | 131, 737 149, 874 


Mr. Scumuck. This is a basic presentation, a large part of which, 
as you indicated, will apply across the board to all of the companies. 

My own company, sir, is the Acacia Mutual Life Insurance Co. 
We exist as a domestic life insurance company in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and have since 1869 when we were founded by a special act 
of Congress. We are a mutual life insurance company. We are 
owned by and we operate solely for the benefit of our policyholders, at 
this point somewhat in excess of 200,000. We operate not only in 
the District of Columbia, but in 33 States outside the District. 

At the State level the traditional method of taxing insurance com- 
panies is this so-called premium tax. That is an imposition upon the 
gross premiums, with minor deductions, the largest of which, by and 
large, is the deduction that is allowed for dividends paid on mutual or 
participating policies. 

There are variations in the deductions allowed, and we have set 
those forth in an annex, the first annex, to the statement that we have 
filed here, which shows the rate and some of the typical deductions. 

This premium tax is paid whether in a given year an insurance com- 
pany operates at a profit or a loss. It has been a stable source of 
revenue to the States, and I believe over the years has operated to the 
advantage of everyone in stabilizing the tax situation. 
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There is one interesting feature of this premium tax method. Un- 
like most businesses that operate interstate, in the insurance business, 
as a result of the premium tax, we pay a tax to each State measured 


roughly by the amount of business that we do in that State. | 
think it is important that feature be stressed because, conversely, of 
course, the District of Columbia is receiving a tax revenue from all 
of the foreign companies who are doing business here in the District, 
and there are at the present time more than 500 companies doing busi 
ness in the district, of which 29 are domestic. 

The revenue that the District is receiving from this source at the 
present time amounts to about $2 million. It has grown from $1 
million to $2 million since 1942, merely by the expansion of the 
business, without any change in rate. 

The increase should be a progressive one, and the amount of reve- 
nue that the District derives should continue to grow. 

The grossest complication of this proposal to increase the tax from 
2 to 214 percent, from the standpoint of the domestic companies, is 
the impact that we would receive as a result of so-called retaliatory 
statutes. 

Now, it is easier to illustrate than explain these statutes. 

What the retaliatory statute says, in effect, is this: Maryland has 
a retaliatory statute. Maryland says, “You District of Columbia 
companies can pay us a 2-percent premium tax on your Maryland 
business. Because 2 percent is your rate, 2 percent is our rate. How 
ever, if the rate in your jur isdiction, in the Distr ict ae Columbia, goes 
up to 21% percent and our companies have to pay 214 percent to your 
home jur isdiction, you will pay 21% percent to us. ss 

Again, as we have shown in annex A, there are 33 States which 
have these retaliatory-type taxes, and if the proposed increase of 
214-percent rate were to go through in the District of Columbia we 
would be faced with the necessity of paying additional taxes in 25 
States. 

Now, going back to my company, we operate in 33 States, of which 
19 have this retaliatory form of statute. Asa result, and based on our 
1952 premiums—and, incidentally, all illustrations are 1952 because 
that is the last year for which our accounting record is complete— 
and based on the one-half percent tax increase in n the District, we would 
have paid $6,600 of additional taxes to the District of Columbia. 
But, more important, because of the retaliatory statutes, and without 
any action on the part of these other 19 States, we would have paid an 
additional $68,500 in taxes to these other States. In other words, we 
would pay more than $10 outside the District of Columbia in addi- 
tional taxes for every dollar of additional taxes that the District would 
get by reason of the increase. 

Now, this is not only a burden, an undue burden, upon the domestic 
companies, but it actually proposes to discriminate against the local 
industry and in favor of the foreign companies doing business here. 

For example, there is a Massachusetts company, considerably larger 
than any of us here in the District of Columbia, which is licensed to 
do business here, and that company in the year 1952 had about 
$1,600,000 of premium collections in the District. My company’s 
oo collections in the District were slightly in excess of $1,300,- 

, a bit less than the Massachusetts company. Raising the District 
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of Columbia premium tax from 2 to 2144 percent would add $8,000, 
approximately, to the tax bill of the Massachusetts company, and 
that’s all. It would add, as I indicated, over $75,000 to the tax bill 
of Acacia. Again, we are paying almost 10 times the amount of tax 
that the Massachusetts company is paying, and the Massachusetts 
company is doing relatively a little more business in the District than 
we would be doing. 

That same pattern applies across the board. 

There are 122 life-insurance companies doing business in the District 
of Columbia. 1 have figures for seven of our domestic companies, and 
[ would like to compare those with the overall picture. 

These 122 life-insurance companies would have paid on 1952 pre- 
miums additional taxes of about $290,000 by reason of an increase from 
2 to 21% percent in the rate tax. 

The 7 domestic companies would have paid about $18,000 of that 
additional tax to the District of Columbia, but the 7 of our companies 
would have paid $131,000 of additional taxes outside the District. 

In other words, the local companies, by reason of this increase, would 
pay an aggregate additional tax of $150,000, or more than 50 percent 
of the total revenue that the District of Columbia would be deriving 
from 122 companies. 

Now, I think that fixes the pattern of why we claim this tax would 
discriminate against the local industry. 

This retaliatory impact, incidents ally, gentlemen, is not limited to 
life-insurance companies. It spreads across the board to the casualty 
field and the fire field. 

The Government Employees Insurance Co. is going to testify on 
its own behalf, but at the 214 percent rate that company would have 
paid $5,000 to the District in 1952 and $31,000 outside the District. 

There is one company which has quite a business all along the sea- 
board, the Potomac Fire, and they would have paid, under the 214 
percent tax rate, in 1952, $152 additional taxes inside the District of 

Columbia and $29,000 of additional taxes to other States. 

The obvious incongruities can be multiplied, but I have given a few 
illustrations here in an effort to drive the point home. 

We feel that the mere fact that it is demonstrable that a proposed 
tax increase so ciearly discriminates against domestic business in and 
of itself is a sufficient basis for request ing this committee to reject the 
tax. But there are a few other points that have industrywide applica- 
tion and, if I may, I would like briefly to review a few of those. 

Now, the general opinion seems to be that the insurance industry 
is not heavily taxed. That, in our opinion, is a fallacy. 

The premium taxes that we have paid across the country in the 
year 1952, in the life insurance industry, amounted to $136 million, 
paid to all of the States. 

We did a statistical study of 49 life insurance companies which have 
about 80 percent of all the life insurance business in force in the 
country, and out of that study we drew a net income figure which 
would roughly parallel what the ordinary business corporation would 
show as its net profit for the year, and that net income figure for the 
49 companies amounted to $352 million. In other words, the 136 
million of premium taxes that these companies paid amounted to 39 
percent of their net profit. 
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We don’t think that is being undertaxed, particularly when you 
realize on top of that we do have a form of Federal income tax which 
is very substantial. 

If this 24% percent proposed tax were to become a national pat- 
tern, our tax bill, just in the life insurance business, and without 
regard to the casualty or the fire companies, to the States would in- 
crease about $40 million a year. That, if my recollection is correct, 
is pretty close to about 10 percent of the amount that is refunded in 
the form of dividends to the policyholders. So, there is a direct 
economic involvement of the policyholders in this question of increas- 
ing the taxes. 

Now, the tax level nationally is about a 2 percent basis, and that is 
shown also in this annex A. There are variations. Some States are 
lower; some States are higher. 

Incidentally, the table rate is not the entire story. For example, 
Indiana shows a 3 percent table rate of premium tax, but in Indiana 
when we calculate our taxes we are allowed to take as a deduction 
the amount of claims that we pay, death claims or other benefits to 
policyholders. The result is if you equate the tax base in Indiana to 
the tax base in the District of Columbia, and then take your tax as 
it relates to that tax base, our rate in Indiana is about 1.89 percent. 
You can’t just look at a table and say, “That’s it.” 

There are 16 States that charge more than 2 percent premium tax. 
It doesn’t work out quite that way; but even if you took it at the table 
rate, the fact remains that 33 of the 49 jurisdictions have a tax base 
of 2 percent or less. 

Now, ever since the SEU case, and the pesnen of Public Law 15, the 
States have been sensitive to the possibility of Congress assuming 
control over the insurance industry. I think all of us are aware of 
that. 

We feel that this is an argument that has become hackneyed before 
congressional committees, and, yet, we feel it is particularly applicable 
in our situation. We feel there is a real possibility that were the first 
act of Congress in the exercise of its jurisdiction to be an increase in 
premium taxes that would be extremely persuasive upon the States to 
increase their tax rates from a 2 to a 24% percent rate. 

We think the danger in this situation is much more real than might 
normally be the case; and, as I have indicated, were the pattern to 
become a 214 percent rather than a 2 percent rate, our tax bill just in 
the life insurance business would go up $40 million a year. 

I’m not going to go into this in any deal. The statement covers 
it fairly comprehensively, but there is certainly a broad economic and 
social problem involved in any legislation that affects the business 
of insurance. . 

We think that to an extent and in a fashion we represent what is 
so often called the American spirit of a man providing for himself. 
That’s what insurance is. It’s a man’s effort to provide for himself 
ugainst the hazards against which he is insured. 

We feel that government at least should not discourage either the 
conduct of the insurance business or the purchase of insurance by 
the public. 
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We feel that a proposed tax increase of the nature that is planned 
here in this public works program would tend to be such a 
discouragement. 

In any event, it certainly would increase the net costs of policy- 
holders, either by reason of a diminution of dividends or perhaps 
ultimately by being reflected in premium rates on future policies. 
We can do nothing about the premium rates on our long-term con- 
tracts, our outstanding contracts. 

I have tried briefly, and I hope successfully briefly, to cover the 
highlights of our objection to the proposal to increase the premium 
taxes. 

I would like to say that, to the best of my knowledge, no one in 
any phase of the insurance industry has opposed any other portion of 
this program, including the tax proposals which would uniformly 
affect all citizens or all businesses in the District of Columbia. 

We do object strenuously to being singled out, particularly in a 
situation which has as many collateral implications as this proposed 
tax increase; and, if 1 may reemphasize, we think that it is bad busi- 
ness in any event to come forward with a tax proposal which, on its 
face, discriminates, and discriminates in substantial amounts against 
domestic business and in favor of foreign business coming into this 
community. 

We think that encouragement should be lent to the development of 
domestic business, and we think ours is one business that can flourish 
in the atmosphere of the national capital. 

With that and the statement I have in the record, sir, I will conclude 
this presentation. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Schmuck, we are very 
appreciative of your statement and the oral argument which you have 
so ably presented. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Allen ? 

Representative ALLEN of California. Yes. 

Mr. Schmuck, would the proposed increase affect equally mutual 
companies and stock companies ? 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Would the burden be carried 
by the same type of people in each case or would the burden in one 

ase fall on the mutual policyholders and in the other on the stock- 
holders or the reserves? 

Mr. Scumuck. In the long run, sir, it must fall on the same group. 
Short term, it may be said that initially the impact of such a tax would 
fall upon the cioabivoliaits of a stock insurance company ; but long term 
it is an expense and the remedy that a stock company would have 
would be to let it go into the Romane base and be reflected in in- 
creased premiums for future policyholders. 

Representative Arten of California. I have in mind the policies 
which are written, the burden would fall on future policyholders in 
one case and might be passed on the present policyholders in others? 

Mr. Scumuck. In the case of mutual companies, undoubtedly it 
would be passed on to the present and future policyholders. 


42387—54—— 35 
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Representative ALLEN of California. Could you give us an estimate 
of the percentage of business written here of mutual and the per. 
centage of stock ¢ 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes. I don’t think we are any different from the 
country as a whole here. Between 65 and 70 percent of all life in- 
surance business which is written is written on a mutual or participat- 
ing basis. 

Representative ALLEN of California. Thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How many companies are 
there here, Mr. Schmuck ? 

As I understood it, or the inference was, there were eight life in- 
surance companies resident in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Scumuck. There are 11 life insurance companies. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Eleven that are considered 
domestic here ? 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

There are 29 companies doing life, casualty, or fire business here in 
the District, and of those, 11 are life companies. 

Representative Atuen of California. Could you give us an estimate 
of the amount of insurance that is carried by the great median group 
of policyholders ? 

Mr. Scumuck. I would have to talk from memory on this, and it 
could be inaccurate. If so, may 1 correct it—give the stenographer 
a correction for the record ? 

It is my recollection, sir, that the average life insurance in the 
country is somewhere in the neighborhood of $1,300. That is the 
average policy. 

Representative Atten of California. 1 was more concerned with 
the average policy for your company. 

Mr. Scumuck. Oh, for our company? 

Representative ALLen of California. Yes. 

Mr. Scumuck. No, sir; I can’t give you that. 

I can give you that and insert it in the record. It should be some- 
what higher because we do only an ordinary business; but I would 
be very glad to insert that in the record. 

Representative Auten of California. Would you estimate it would 
be $3,000 or under? 

Mr. Scumuck. We have about a total of 296,000 policies and we 
have got a billion three hundred million insurance. 

I wish I had one of my actuaries here. 

It looks as though it must be close to $4,300 as an average policy. 

Representative Atten of California. Thank you, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That might in your company 
be a little higher than the average life insurance company. 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Senator Case. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Schmuck, if Congress had not passed a law 
which nullified in effect that Supreme Court decision here a few years 
ago, would the States be in a position to collect his retaliatory tax 
that you mentioned ¢ 

Mr. Scumuck. Well, there is a basis for argument about that, Sen- 
ator Case. You may recall that there were two Supreme Court de- 
cisions shortly after Public Law 15 was passed, one of which was based 
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on the contention that the States had lost their authority to impose 
taxes. It was a case that involved the State of South Carolina, and 
the Court, the Supreme Court, held that because of Public Law 15 the 
Congress had indicated the intention of permitting the States to retain 
their regulatory power and, therefore, their powers to impose taxes, 
as an incident of regulation. 

Now, whether the Supreme Court would hold the converse were 
the Congress to remove the blanket protection of Public Law 15 is 
at the moment a moot question. 

The CuatmrMan. I suppose the validity of the tax collections would 
be at stake if the question were pushed. 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Is the District of Columbia regarded as a favor- 
able place in which to have the headquarters of an insurance company, 
from a tax standpoint ? 

Mr. Scumuck. From a tax standpoint, sir, at the moment the 
District of Columbia is about on balance; that is, it is about at the 
average for the entire country. 

We certainly consider that under present conditions it is a most 
favorable location because of all of the factors that are inherent in 
doing business in this community, and I know that I speak equally 
for the representatives of the other domestic companies in that re- 
spect. 

The CHarrman. Do you have a heavy Federal tax on insurance 
companies ¢ 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Or does that just apply to your income? 

Mr. Scumuck. Well, it’s levied on the basis of our investment in- 
come, Senator, but it’s levied on the basis of our gross investment 
income, with the result that there is a substantial take to the Federal 
Government. 

You are familiar with the formula, I believe. We take our gross 
investment income, and a very insignificant deduction for expense, and 
then pay 614 percent on that gross investment income. 

I might say that has been a traditional pattern, with the Federal 
Government levying its form of income taxes on the companies on 
the basis of investment income, the States levying their taxes on 
the basis of premium income. That has been traditional for, I guess, 
as many years as we have been taxed now. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know what your average Federal income 
tax has been over the last 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. Scumvuck. In dollars, sir? 

The Caatrrman. Yes; in dollars. 

Mr. Scumuck. For my company ¢ 

The CHamman. Yes. 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir; I can tell you that. For my company, in 
1952 our Federal tax bill was $550,000, and that is stepping up grad- 
ually, so that I would say that over a 5-year period we probably aver- 
aged about $40,000 yearly increase in that Federal tax. 

The Cuarrman. What proportion of your business is written in- 
side the District. of Columbia and what proportion is written outside? 

Mr. Scumvuck. I think it is just about 10 percent, sir. 

The Cuarmrman. Ten percent which ? 
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Mr. Scumvck. In the District of Columbia. 

The Carman. And 90 percent outside? 

Mr. Scumvuck. That is my recollection, sir. 

The Cuamman. Do you know what the percentage is for any of 
ae companies which headquarter within the District of Co- 

umbia ¢ 

Mr. Scumucx. That would vary with each company, Senator, de- 
pending on how many States they are in. 

We are in 33 States. 

Let me say this, Senator: The District of Columbia companies for 
the year 1952 did $94,700,000 of total premiums, both within and out- 
side the District of Columbia. They did $9 million of that within the 
District of Columbia, or just about 10 percent. 

The Cuarrman. Ten percent? 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

Now, on the other hand, all the foreign and domestic companies 
did $98 million worth of business within the District of Columbia. 

So, you can see roughly we are on balance, in that all the companies 
doing business here in the District did about $98 million in premiums 
and all of us who are domiciled here, but operating on an interstate 
basis, did just short of $95 million of business. 

The point I made, sir, before you came in is that an interesting fea- 
ture of this premium-tax method of taxing insurance companies is 
that each State receives from the insurance companies, unlike most 
businesses, a tax which is calculated roughly on the basis of the amount 
of business that we do in the State. 

The Cnarrman. I noticed that, because I have been scanning your 
statement here, as submitted for the record. 

I notice in the table Oklahoma levies a 4 percent tax. 

Mr. Scumuck. That is the table rate, yes, sir; but that tax is one 
of those that is subject to adjustment downwards by a process of in- 
vesting in the State of Oklahoma either a percentage of assets or a 
percentage of reserves—I’m not sure which—but it is possible for 
the individual company to control the percentage of tax it pays in 
the State of Oklahoma by making investments in that State. 

The Cuarrman. I am quite sure that the men who worked on this 
overall program did not have in mind suggesting a tax levy which 
would result in increasing the tax charges against companies operat- 
ing in the District of Columbia far more in the net return to other 
States than to the District of Columbia. They were only seeking to 
find something that would increase the tax revenues here in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. They weren’t seeking to make you pay many times 
more to other States than what you would contribute bere: 

Do you have any way to suggest that could be accomplished ? 

Mr. Scumucxk. I can speak only for my own company there, sir. 

Of course, obviously you can’t get a community of interest among 
29 businesses. 

One of the rather fantastic things about this is that an industry 
that has the economic significance of ours in the District of Columbia, 
so far as I can tell, was never consulted when this program was evolved. 

We have not had the background of the intensive study put in here. 
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As a general principle, and speaking for my company, I say this to 
you, sir: We have not objected and we will not object to any tax 
increase in connection with this public-works program which applies 
uniformly across the board to all businesses and all citizens of the 
community. i 

We object to this tax, and I think we would be inclined to object 
to any tax which attempts to single us out for the imposition of an 
inordinately large tax while at the same time permitting our com- 
petitors in the savings field, the banks, the building and loan asso- 
ciations, and the rest to come off with no increase in their taxes and 
thus aggravate an existing situation in which we find ourselves because 
of some tax preferences that those institutions enjoy today. 

If there is a tax that is uniform, we will pay it. 

The Cuarrman. You say if this rate had been increased from 2 
percent to 214 percent in 1952 it would have cost you, as far as the 
District of Columbia is concerned, $6,610.48 ? 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrmMan. But it would have cost you in other States $68,536? 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrMan. In other words, it would have cost you ten times 
as much more to do business in other States than it would cost 
you here? 

Mr. Scumuck. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman, Now, all that the Commissioners or the people who 
worked on this program sought to do was to increase the revenue from 
the insurance companies, uniformly as far as the local insurance com- 
panies were concerned, those that are domiciled here, and in your 
case by $6,610. 

Is there any way we can get the revenue proposed here without sub- 
jecting you to this retaliatory tax in other States? 

Mr. Scumuck. None that I know of, Senator, which would impose 
a tax on us as an insurance company and because we are an insurance 
company. 

That is why I said if a tax were imposed on a uniform basis we 
will not object. 

If you want to increase our real-estate taxes—and we pay substan- 
tial real estate taxes in this community—that is one way of getting 
revenue from us. Incidentally, with the construction we have going 
on across the plaza here, we are going to pay a lot more in taxes 
from this year on. 

If there were some method of taxing us as a citizen of the District 
rather than as an insurance company, these retaliatory taxes would 
not come into play. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Schmuck, your state- 
ment has been very illustrative of when you throw the pebble of 
taxation in the water how far the ripples reach. 

Mr. Scumvuck. Yes, sir; and I would like to say this for the record, 
sir, because the District representatives have been most fair with us. 
I definitely share Senator Case’s opinion that the extraterritorial 
effect of this proposed tax increase was not intended, in my opinion 
neither contemplated nor known, at the time that the proposal for 
the tax increase was made by the District authorities, and nothing 
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that we have said here is in any way intended to impugn their good 
faith. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That is why we have demo- 
cratic government, so people have the chance to express themselves, 

Mr. Scumvuck. Thank God for it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes, indeed. 

Very well, Mr. Schmuck. 

Are there any other questions ? 

Judge Smith. 

Mr. Harris. 

The CuarrmmaN. I refrained from making an obvious comment on 
the chairman’s last statement as to the District of Columbia. 

The whole basis for representative government goes back to that 
old theory of: There shouldn’t be taxation without representation. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think the District of 
Columbia—and I must retaliate on that—have some of the finest 
representatives that they could possibly have, even if they elected 
them, themselves. 

Now, I am not speaking of myself, but people like Senator Case 
and the rest of the men. 

The CHarrman, But Senator Case this morning should be down- 
stairs at the Appropriations Committee on civil functions. The com- 
mittee has been going on for an hour. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Schmuck. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Scumvuck. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. David L. Kreeger, vice 
president of the Government Employees Insurance Co. 

Mr. Kreeger, I don’t know whether I pronounced your name cor- 
rectly. 

Mr. Kreraer. You did, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Fine. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID L. KREEGER, VICE PRESIDENT AND GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES INSURANCE CO. AND 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES LIFE INSURANCE CO. 


Mr. Kreecer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
appear here in behalf of the Government Employees Insurance Co., 
an automobile casualty insurance company of the District of Columbia, 
and the Government Employees Life Insurance Co., which is affiliated 
with the automobile insurance company, also in the District of 
Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And, generally speaking, do 
you present also in a general way the viewpoints of the casualty 
peop e, that is, the fire insurance and other casualty people, who have 

een given permission to file their statements ? 

Mr. Kreecer. Yes, sir; I think I do. 

There was an informal meeting of the representatives of several 
of the District of Columbia companies, including the fire and casualty 
companies, and in the interest of saving the valuable time of the 
committee as much as possible they selected two representatives, Mr. 
Schmuck for the life group and myself for the casualty and fire group. 

I believe the problem is common to all the companies. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you wish to file two copies 
of your statement at this time, Mr. Kreeger, so that your entire state- 
ment may appear in the record ? 

Mr. Krercer. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And then you probably 
wanted to make some oral presentation of your views? 

Mr. Krercer. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

I think 3 or 4 minutes is all the time I will need. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Mr. Kreecer. After the very able presentation by Mr. Schmuck, I 
can summarize a good deal of what I have to say by simply saying the 
problems of the life insurance companies are similar to those which 
confront the casualty companies in the District. 

I would like to add or elaborate on one point very briefly, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The city of Washington is, in our view, admirably suited to an 
industry like the insurance industry. It has an excellent reservoir of 
trained clerical and secretarial personnel who are attracted here and 
kept here by virtue of the Government’s employment needs. It has 
a valuable pool of the type of personnel that insurance companies must 
have, and I think that illustrates the soundness of Mr. Schmuck’s 
observation that insurance companies like it here in the District of 
Columbia. 

In my opinion, it is a good jurisdiction. The taxes are about the 
average. It is true the 2 percent tax is about equal to the average 
tax throughout the United States, but this factor of an excellent atmos- 
phere to carry on the type of business that an insurance company 
carries on, I think, makes it attractive as a place of initial organiza- 
tion. 

Now, our two companies are relatively new. The automobile in- 
surance company was organized in 1937; the life company was or- 
ganized in 1949. At both times the premium tax was 2 percent. 

Both companies have a nice growth. The automobile company, 
which is the older company, has 265,000 policyholders located through- 
out the United States. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You do business in all 48 
States ¢ 

Mr. Krercrer. We are admitted in 35 States, Mr. Chairman. We 
do business in other States by mail—in fact, ail States by mail—but 
we have only one headquarters, and that is right here. 

We have about 600 employees and they are right here in the District. 
Most of them are District residents. They pay District taxes. 

We have two buildings here on which we pay real estate taxes. 
Our tax bill to the District of Columbia for real estate taxes and 
premium taxes is approximately $30,000 per year. 

Less than 10 percent of our policyholders are right here in the 
District of Columbia, but the proposed increase of 25 percent in the 
premium tax would have just about the same percentage impact that 
Mr. Schmuck has been speaking about for the life companies. We 
would pay approximately $4,500 or $5,000 more of premium taxes in 
the District of Columbia, which we do not begrudge the District of 
Columbia in any way. 

I think Senator Case made a point which we heartily agree with, 
and that is that every company in the District of Columbia should 
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contribute its fair share of the revenues needed by the District, includ- 
ing the expansion of the public works facilities, but at the same time 
we would have to pay $35,000 in additional taxes outside the District. 

Now, our little life insurance company, which was formed 4 years 
ago, has now 36 million of insurance in force, which is very modest 
compared with Mr. Schmuck’s company, but it has shown a steady 
growth, both in number of employees and in amount of business done, 

Now, if the tax in the District of Columbia had been 21% percent 
4 years ago there would have been no point whatever in organizing 
that company under the laws of the District and establishing here. 
It would have been much sounder from a tax point of view and from 
the business point of view to have moved to Silver Spring, Md., and to 
organize under the laws of Maryland, with a 2 percent rate, or under 
the laws of Delaware with a less than 2 percent rate, rather than 
organize here, not because the half of 1 percent would be terribly 
onerous so far as the District is concerned, on the District business, but 
because you immediately raise and magnify that increase throughout 
the United States every time you enter another State. 

That is really, I think, the unfair impact of this proposed increase 
on the casualty insurance business—the multiplication and the mag- 
nification of the tax increase, without any benefit whatever to the 
District of Columbia. 

Now, in behalf of our companies, I want to say for the record that 
we are wholeheartedly in support of the objectives of this public 
works bill, and believe that it is a sound measure to increase public 
facilities for the District of Columbia; but we think this item would 
really work contrary to the objectives of that bill, by making it disad- 
vantageous for new companies to organize here and, in fact, giving 
an incentive to other companies to move away from the District of 
Columbia, because by the simple operation of moving elsewhere they 
could save a very substantial amount in their premium taxes, because 
the retaliatory features apply to the State where the company has its 
headquarters, to the State of charter. 

That is the only significant State which these other retaliatory 
statutes gear their tax rate to. 

Consequently, a company which operates here, could move its charter 
to another State, which has a more desirable tax law and, in effect, 
they would be evading these retaliatory features. 

We think this is an undesirable effect which the sponsors of the 
measure could not have intended, to make it mranahls and disad- 
vantageous for companies to establish themselves here in the District 
of Columbia, where conditions are so well suited to the growth of 
financial and service institutions like the insurance industry. 

The CuHamman. Do we in the District of Columbia have a retalia- 
tory statute, so that if some State increases its tax rate, it would 
apply to any companies chartered in that State doing business here. 

Mr. Kreroer. I believe not. 


I think Mr. Schmuck can answer that with respect to the life 
companies. 

Mr. Scumuck. We do not, Senator. 

The Crarrman. Maybe we ought to have such a statute. 

Mr. Kreecer. That is a possible factor. I don’t know. I think it 
raises a lot of legal and moral questions that were referred to by 
Senator Case a little earlier. 
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I suppose you have this question: If the District has one of its com- 
panies in another State, but has 19 or 20 of that other State’s companies 
here in the District of Columbia, the retaliatory feature might have 
a very unfair impact, that is, because the District of Columbia com- 
pany is being charged $10 more, let’s say, in the State of New York, 
they might be charging the New York companies here a hundred 
ora thousand more in taxes. It is sort of an extravagant gamble, but I 
suggest that as a possibility as to why some States have decided 
against retaliatory features in their taxes. 

Representative Harris. Did the District of Columbia Commis- 
sioners hold hearings on this proposed program and how it would 
work, before it was ever presented to Congress ? 

Mr. Kreecer. Sir, I can’t really answer that. We were present on 
only one occasion before the Commissioners at which we set forth 
these views, only with respect to this item. 

Mr. Schmuck advises me that the hearings were held after the 
recommendations were made. 

I don’t know that to my own knowledge. 

As we say, we take no stand on any of the other features of the 
bill. Our companies are in favor of the general objectives, but it is 
this one item about which we are concerned. 

Representative Harris. I was just wondering if this was brought 
to the attention of the District Commissioners before they presented 
the bill to us? 

Mr. Scumuck. No, sir. 

Mr. Krercer. I could not answer that. 

Mr. Scumuck. It was not brought to the attention of the Commis- 
sioners, as I understand it, prior to the recommendations that were 
made to Congress. We learned about it first when it was published in 
the newspaper. That was the first time the insurance industry had 
an opportunity to consult with District officials with respect to this 
proposed tax. 

Mr. Spencer. These retaliatory features, Mr. Congressman, were 
brought to our attention after we had made the recommendation. 

Representative Harris. I see. 

Mr. Spencer. Then the insurance people came to us and we had 
a hearing, and went over very much this same material they have 
presented to you this morning. We did feel that it was desirable to 
have this matter presented for the committee because I think we have 
got a situation here where it looks as though nobody could raise their 
taxes, 

They told us this matter had come up in quite a large number of 
States, I have forgotten the exact number, and had always been de- 
feated, for the same reasons that have been presented to you this 
morning, and we felt it was a situation that should be brought out 
before the committees, so that you could get your thinking on it. 

As these companies have indicated, they don’t seem to mind a 
reasonable increase in taxes, if it only applies in the District. 

Both of these witnesses, as I understood them, said they were ready 
to pay the $6,000 and the $4,000 that the tax would raise on their Dis- 
trict business, but that they objected to this big imcrease in all these 
other States. 


So, we simply felt it was wise to bring this thing before the com- 
mittee, 
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Representative Harris. It seems to be a very reasonable objection, 
the way I see it. i 

Mr. Kreecer. May I add one suggestion, Mr. Chairman, with 
respect to a source of additional taxes: I think the insurance industry 
is rather unique in its rate of growth. I think under the present tax 
structure it has increased its contributions to the District of Columbia 
revenues each year. 

I haven’t made a full study of it, but I know that our company has 
increased fivefold in the last 5 years, which means that we are paying 
under the same rate of tax 5 times the amount we paid in 1948 to the 
District of Columbia. 

I suggest that an industry which shows that vitality and growth, 
perhaps should be left alone, looking to the additional revenues needed 
from that particular source that would result from its natural growth, 

I think that will just, through the ordinary growth of the com- 
panies, produce more revenues tor the District of Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Kreeger, how many 
States do have retaliatory statutory provisions? Do you know! 

Mr. Kreecer. We are licensed in 35 States, and I believe two-thirds 
of those—I believe 21 or 23 of those—would retaliate as a result of 
the 2.5 percent proposed rate increase. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Would you see any objection 
if a provision was inserted in this bill which would provide that in 
those States that do have retaliatory provisions it should apply also 
to the District of Columbia, with respect to those companies from 
those States doing business in the District of Columbia ? 

That would be only simple justice. 

Mr. Kreecer. You mean, then, you would raise your rates to the 
companies from those States, but that wouldn’t help the District 
companies. It would, I think, increase the revenues somewhat to the 
District, but I think the undesirable effect. would be the same, Mr. 
Chairman, because Mr. Schmuck’s company would still pay 10 times 
the amount outside the State and we would pay about 7 times. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. No; I had in mind the re- 
verse of that, that is, that we have the same provisions these other 
States have that protect their local companies in the matter of doing 
business in other States. 

What I am getting at is this: Why shouldn’t we have the same 
retaliatory provisions in the District of Columbia that the majority 
of the States have? 

Mr. Kreecer. Well, Mr. Chairman, apart from the question—and 
I think Mr. Schmuck would like to be heard on that, too—of the merits 
of retaliatory legislation, and I can certainly sympathize with the 
feeling that we should retaliate against retaliation, I don’t see that it 
would solve this particular problem. We would still have to pay this 
disproportionate amount outside the State. 

he CHAIRMAN. It is possible, also, isn’t it, that might not yield 
much at their present rate? 

That is, in Delaware the rate is 1.75; in Maryland it is 2; in New 
Hampshire it is 2; in Rhode Island it is 2. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Most of them are 2. 

The Cuartrman. I just picked out those States as States that seem 
to me to be very well known in the insurance field. 

Mr. Krercer. That is right. 
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The Cuamman. Rhode Island, Delaware, New Hampshire, Mary- 
land, 

Mr. Kreecer. That is right. 

The Carman. If their rate is the same, we wouldn’t actually 
collect very much, would we? 

Mr. Krercer. That’s right; on that basis, I think you would not. 

I think what the chairman has been suggesting is that if the States 
with low rates raise their rates for the District of Columbia com- 
panies, because of retaliatory statutes, they would automatically have 
to pay a higher rate here; but it is quite true, as Senator Case says, 
that most States are 2 percent or lower, and I think you will find 
the States which have attracted most insurance companies, like Con- 
necticut, do have that low rate. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In other words, insurance 
companies doing business in this State, regardless of the rate estab- 
lished in their local district, would pay the 2 percent into the District 
on the business which is done here? 

Mr. Krercer. Exactly, whether their home rate is 2 percent or 
less, they pay the 2 percent rate. 

I want to thank the committee for this opportunity—— 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 
tions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Kreeger, you haven’t dealt specifically with fire-insurance 
companies. I presume that which applies to the casualty and to the 
life-insurance companies, applies equally to them. 

Mr. Krercer. It does. The ratios change from time to time. 

There is one company, I believe, a fire company, that has a really 
startling ratio—Mr. Schmuck mentioned that company, I believe— 
where they would pay about a hundred times the amount of taxes 
outside the District that they pay here; but other than that, the 
problem is exactly the same for the fire cempanies as for the casualty 
companies, 

Now, Mr. Chairman, you mentioned two copies of my statement. 
I can submit more copies. Do you want me to submit those to the 
reporter ¢ 

Representative O’HAra of Minnesota. Just to the reporter, so your 
statement may appear in full. 

Mr. Krercer. I have these additional copies for the committee, 
however. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Kreeger. 

Mr. Krerecer. Thank you very much. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Did you have anything to 
add, Mr. Schmuck ? 

Mr. Scumuck. No, sir. 

May we at this point, however, insert these statements in the record ? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I was going to say you 
don’t have all of them. 

Mr. Scumuck. I have three, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Would those gentlemen who 
desire to file statements file two copies with the reporter ? 

Mr. Scumuck. These, sir, were some of the potential witnesses we 
were able to organize. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Gentlemen, we are very 
appreciative of your cooperation extended the committee in saving a 
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lot of time. Iam sure most of you would agree within a few particu- 
lars the statements would have all been the same. 

If there are any not present who desire to file statements, that per- 
mission is also granted to them. 

Mr. Scumuck. As far as I know, these are all the statements that 
will be filed. 

We certainly appreciate the courtesy of this committee. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Schmuck. 

These statements, gentlemen, will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Davip Lioyp KReEEGER, EsQ., Vick PRESIDENT AND GENERAL Coun. 
SEL, GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES INSURANCE Co. AND GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES Lirg 
INSURANCE Co. 


I wish to submit this statement in behalf of Government Employees Insurance 
Co. and Government Employees Life Insurance Co., one a casualty insurance 
company and the other a life-insurance company of the District of Columbia. 
Our companies agree completely with the objective of the proposed public-works 
program for the District of Columbia, namely, to improve and develop the public 
facilities within the great city of Washington. However, we wish to record our 
opposition to the item in the public-works bill which would increase the an- 
nual tax on insurance premiums from 2 percent to 24% percent, a provision which, 
in our opinion, would work directly contrary to the main purposes of the pub- 
lic-works program. 

The city of Washington is admirably suited to the establishment and growth 
of financial institutions, such as casualty insurance companies. The large pool 
of trained clerical, secretarial, and other white-collar personnel which the Gov- 
ernment attracts to Washington, offers an incentive to insurance companies and 
similar financial institutions to establish themselves here and thus to build up 
additional empioyment opportunities. The proposed tax increase would seri- 
ously impair the growth and development of insurance companies in this city, 
and would make it much more advantageous for new companies to establish 
themselves in neighboring States rather than in Washington. This is so simply 
because most States have a premium-tax rate of not more than 2 percent, but 
the retaliatory provisions of their laws would automatically raise that rate to 
2% percent for District of Columbia companies, if this increase is enacted. 

Government Employees Insurance Co. is the largest casualty insurance com- 
pany chartered in the District of Columbia. It has more thatn 265,000 policy- 
holders located in every State and it operates from coast to coast. While less 
than 10 percent of its policyholders live in the District of Columbia, the com- 
pany’s headquarters are situated here, its entire operations are carried on here 
and virtually all of its 600 employees are located and pay taxes to the District. 
The company itself pays premium taxes and real-estate taxes to the District of 
Columbia which will exceed $30,000 per year. 

The proposed increase in the premium tax from 2 percent to 2% percent would, 
we estimate, give the District of Columbia about $5,000 in additional premium 
taxes from our company. But at the same time, as a result of the retaliatory 
statutes, it would require the company to pay more than $35,000 of additional 
premium taxes to the other States and Territories in which we do business. 
Clearly, it cannot be in the best interests of the District of Columbia to raise the 
District premium taxes to a point where it becomes unwise for insurance com- 
panies to incorporate in or operate from the District of Columbia. 

Our affiliated life-insurance company, Government Employees Life Insurance 
Co., is an example of what the proposed tax increase might do. That company 
was organized in the District of Columbia only 4 years ago, under a premium- 
tax rate of 2 percent which is equal to or compares favorably with the rate 
prevalent in most other States. If the District rate were then 2%, it would 
clearly have been wiser for our life-insurance company to organize under the 
laws of Maryland or Delaware, and thus to avoid the automatic increase in 
premium taxes in other States which a 2% percent rate would require. 

In closing, may I urge that the growth of the insurance industry in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia—an industry which is uniquely suited to the city of Washing- 
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ton—should not be discouraged or hampered by this onerous increase in the 
premium tax. 
Thank you for this opportunity to express the views of our companies. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIATION OF CASUALTY AND Surety Cos., BY 
Howarp M. STARLING, MANAGER, WASHINGTON OFFICE 


The Association of Casualty and Surety Cos. consists of 112 stock-insurance 
companies engaged in the business of writing casualty and surety insurance. 
This statement is directed to those provisions of H. R. 7389 which propose ta 
increase from 2 percent to 2% percent the rate of premium tax imposed by the 
District of Columbia on insurance companies doing business in the District. 

The proposed increase would, we submit, unjustifiably add to an already heavy 
and disproportionate tax burden to which insurance companies are subject and 
increase the cost of insurance for the insuring public of the District. 

At the present time all insurance companies licensed to do business in the 
District of Columbia are subject to a tax of 2 percent on gross premiums on 
risks in the District of Columbia, with certain minor deductions for return 
premiums, reinsurance received, and dividends paid to policyholders. No deduc- 
tions are allowed for losses, expenses, etc., such as are allowed in connection 
with the corporate net income tax imposed by the District of Columbia. Thus, 
it is apparent that the premium tax is not a tax on profits but on gross receipts 
and insurance companies must pay it regardless of any losses or profits on the 
business taxed. 

In addition to the premium tax, insurance companies doing business in the 
District are subject to a number of license and other fees of various kinds. 
During the year 1952, insurance companies doing business in the District paid 
to it in such taxes and fees the amount of $1,969,000. It is expected that in the 
current fiscal year these revenues will substantially exceed $2 million. The 
expenses for maintenance of the Insurance Department of the District for the 
year 1952 were $86,000. Thus, $1,883,000 of insurance taxes and fees went into 
the general funds of the District. 

There is reason to believe that the insurance business pays more taxes in 
proportion to its gross receipts than does other business and industry. In 
this connection, certain statistics appearing in the Quarterly Financial Report, 
U. S. Manufacturing Corporation (issued by the Federal Trade and Securities 
and Exchange Commissions) for the third quarter 1953 are significant and 
revealing. Table 5 on page 18 of this report gives the profits per dollar of sales 
of manufacturing corporations. For all sizes of manufacturing corporations, 
ranging from corporations with assets of under $250,000 to corporations with 
assets of $100 million and over, the average profits per dollar of sales before 
taxes are 9.6 cents. It can be assumed that this figure is applicable to manu- 
facturing corporations in the District of Columbia and that the profits per dollar 
of sales are substantially equivalent to the net income taxable under the District’s 
corporate income tax. Thus, applying the District’s income-tax rate of 5 percent 
to 9.6 cents (constituting the profits or net income) it appears that manufac- 
turing corporations in the District would, under its income-tax law, pay less than 
4 of 1 percent in their gross sales. Insurance companies, on the other hand, 
now pay 2 percent on each dollar of gross sales. In other words, the ratio of 
tax to gross sales is substantially (four times) greater with respect to insurance 
companies than it is with respect to manufacturing corporations. We believe 
that if statistics were available with respect to other branches of business and 
industry, they would probably reveal a similar disproportion. Moreover, it 
should be noted that when business and industry other than insurance makes 
little or no profit it pays little or no tax, whereas insurance companies, under 
the premium-tax law, do not have a similar cushion. 

The proposed increase in the District of Columbia premium-tax rate will 
increase the tax burden of domestic District companies in other States in which 
they do business because of the so-called retaliatory statutes. A retaliatory 
Statute requires the retaliating State to impose upon companies of other States 
the same taxes which are imposed in such other States upon companies of the 
retaliating State. Since 33 States have such retaliatory statutes, and since 
the premium-tax rate in the majority of the States is only 2 percent or less, 
District of Columbia companies will be required to pay an additional % percent 
of premium tax, not only in the District, but also in many other States. Ob- 
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viously, this will place District of Columbia companies at a serious competitive 
disadvantage in such other States. 

In this connection, it should be noted that the heavily populated or industria! 
States of Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania impose tax rates of 2 percent or less on 
casualty and surety premiums and also have retaliatory statutes. Since most 
District of Columbia domestic companies write a substantial volume of business 
in such States, it is clear that the proposed premium-tax increase will seriously 
injure such domestic companies. 

The taxes paid by insurance companies in each State or Territory in which 
they do business are included in the rate of premiums paid by the insuring public 
in such State or Territory. Accordingly, the proposed increase in the District 
of Columbia premium-tax rate, if enacted, will necessarily be reflected in the 
premium rate for the District, and in all probability, will result in an increase 
in the cost of insurance for its policyholders. 

We therefore urge that the provision for an increase of the premium-tax 
rate be eliminated from H. R. 7389. 


ae 


MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 25 PERCENT PREMIUM TAX INCREASE, 
SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL BoArD OF FIRE UNDERWRITERS, BY J, 
RAYMOND Berry, GENERAL COUNSEL 


The National Board of Fire Underwriters is an organization of some two 
hundred-odd stock companies engaged principally in the business of writing 
fire and allied lines of property insurance; and includes Firemen’s Insurance 
Co., National Capital Insurance Co., National Union Insurance Co., and Potomac 
Insurance Co., of the District of Columbia, all small companies domiciled in 
the District of Columbia. 

These small! local companies are faced not only with the possible direct impact 
of a 25 percent tax increase in the District of Columbia but also with tax in- 
creases in each of the States in which they are now operating and presently 
paying a 2 percent premium tax, through the application of the retaliatory laws 
of such States. The staggering effect of these laws is illustrated by the fact 
that one of these local companies would have been assessed more than $190 
of retaliatory taxes for each $1 of additional tax assessed by the District of 
Columbia under any increase in the present 2 percent rate, base on its 1952 
operations. Expressed another way, for each $100 of additional tax, such 
a company would pay the District of Columbia under the proposed 25 percent 
tax increase, other States would collect an additional $19,000 in taxes from 
that company under their retaliatory laws. 

The adverse effect of the proposed tax increase on the development, growth, 
and competitive position of the small District of Columbia stock companies 
would, of itself, suggest the need of a reconsideration of the proposed tax 
increase. 

We would also like to direct your attention to the fact that the great ma- 
jority of States now imposed a 2 percent premium tax. This rate has been 
continuously in effect for a great many years. During the past dozen years 
the tax yield from stock fire insurers under a constant 2 percent tax rate has 
almost tripled by reason of a threefold increase in premium volume. Any fur- 
ther increase in such taxes by reason of a tax rate increase would not only be 
inequitable to the stock fire insurers operating in the District of Columbia but 
could lead to a revision of rates in other jurisdictions and create an unsettled 
and, therefore, very tnsatisfactory condition in the countrywide State tax 
picture. 

The State premium taxes are a levy on gross operating income as contrasted 
with a profits or net income tax. A tax increase of 25 percent of itself would 
be unduly burdensome in any line of business, but would be particularly so in the 
stock property insurance business where present Federal and State tax payments 
greatly exceed net operating profits. 

In a business where average operating profits average less than 3 percent 
before Federal taxes, a 25 percent increase in a premium tax at a time when 
some companies are suffering operating losses, including some local companies 
domiciled in the District of Columbia, would impose undue hardships on the 
business in general and could be disastrous to some of those companies now 
operating at a loss. 
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We are of the opinion that any increase in premium tax rate now would not 
be in the best interests of the insuring public or of the stock fire insurance busi- 
ness, and we strongly urge, on behalf of more than 200 stock insurance com- 
panies we represent, that the proposal to increase the premium tax rate be with- 
drawn. 


The AMERICAN HoMe Mutua Lire INSURANCE Co., 
Washington, D. C., January 26, 1954. 
CHAIRMEN, SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE SENATE AND House COMMITTEES ON THE Dis- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would like to file for the record the following opposi- 
tion to that portion of public-works bill 7389 that has to do with increasing the 
premium tax for insurance companies in the District of Columbia. 

The insurance business is entirely different from other types of business in 
many respects. When a life policy is issued or sold by a legal reserve life- 
insurance company, the premium becomes fixed and cannot later be increased or 
decreased. 

Policies sold in the 1920’s and 1930's have a premium rate calculated on the 
economic condition that existed during that time and by contract we must con- 
tinue to collect that same premium although we know that labor cost has doubled 
and even tripled in many cases. All cost in the operation of our business has 
increased to our present day level, yet the policyholder’s premium cannot be 
increased to absorb this additional cost. 

During this same period interest rates have decreased although in our company 
we have guaranteed to our policyholders 3 to 344 percent compounded annually 
on their legal reserve. 

Fortunately during the past 20 years mortality rates have improved due to 
advances in medicine and health conditions. Otherwise our premium structure 
would have caused disaster to the entire insurance industry, 

It has been a struggle in our particular company to break even after setting 
aside our legal reserves. 

All life-insurance companies operate on a very small margin and one-half of 
1 percent can make quite a difference in their operation. 

Being a mutual company, that is, a company owned by its policyholders, I am 
concerned over the small dividend that we have been compelled to pay to our 
policyholders. 

If this increase of one-half of 1 percent tax becomes effective, it is bound to 
affect that amount of the premium which is returned to the policyholder in the 
form of a dividend. 

Our company is licensed to do business in eight States and the District of 
Columbia, and if this increase in tax is imposed upon us, it will discourage our 
company as well as other small companies from expanding into States that have 
a retaliatory statute. 

Based on the above, I am opposed to the increase in premium tax and feel 
that it will create an injustice on the part of the company as well as the policy- 
holder. 

Respectfully submitted. 

E. B. KircHen, 
Vice President and Secretary. 


WasuHineTon, D. C., January 28, 1954. 


To: The Joint Fiscal Subcommittee of the Senate and House Committees on 
the District of Columbia. 


GENTLEMEN: This statement is directed solely to the recommendation of the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia that the taxes on insurance premiums 
written in the District of Columbia be increased 25 percent, from 2 percent to 
2% percent, in connection with the proposed public-works program for the 
District of Columbia. The statistical matter incorporated herein was obtained 
from our company’s annual statement as filed with the Insurance Superin- 
tendent of the Disrict of Columbia for the calendar year 1952 inasmuch as its 
records for the calendar year 1953 are not, as yet, completely compiled. 
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The National Capital Insurance Co. of the District of Columbia was jp. 
corporated under the laws of the District of Columbia in 1919. Since that 
time our company’s activity has been essentially of a local nature and concep. 
trated within the geographic confines of the District of Columbia. Due to 
various factors, the population of the Washington area has greatly increased 
during the past 15 years, causing many to locate in the suburban area. With 
normal desire for growth, our company has sought, and found, business oppor 
tunities in our neighboring State of Maryland. 

Insurance rates control our business income and economic existence and are 
substantially the same for all fire and extended coverage insurance companies 
doing business in the District of Columbia, whether they are domestic or foreign 
companies. Our rates are fixed by the Insurance Rating Bureau of the District 
of Columbia, subject to the approval of the Superintendent of Insurance who 
holds office by virtue of an appointment by the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia. Regardless of place of incorporation, size, and methods and ex 
penses of doing business, all fire and extended coverage insurance companies 
doing business in the District of Columbia must charge the established fixed 
rate. It is, therefore, impossible for a company doing business here to pass on 
to the policyholder an increased burden, or expense, by charging a premium 
higher than that permitted by the established fixed rate. Consideration is given 
to all of the costs of doing fire and extended coverage insurance business in the 
District of Columbia, when the rates are reviewed, but the considerations are 
those regarding the fire and extended coverage insurance companies as a 
group. The different companies, therefore, are variously affected but there 
is no practical means for them to accommodate their own peculiar problems to 
the established fixed rate. 

In 1952 the National Capital Insurance Co.’s net income, before payment of the 
2 percent premium tax of the District of Columbia, was $1,662.11. The 2 percent 
premium tax on the 1952 premiums was $4,637.35, which was 279 percent of its 
net income and caused an operating loss of $2,975.24. Had the premium tax been 
2% percent our company would have paid the District of Columbia an increase 
tax of $1,159.34, making the total tax $5,796.69, 348 percent of our net income, 
which would have resulted in an operating loss of $4,134.58. 

The State of Maryland, into which our company has expanded, has a retalia- 
tory provision in regard to its premium tax and charges foreign companies the 
same rate as charged by the State of their domicile. Maryland’s present premium 
tax is the same as that of the District of Columbia, 2 percent. Our company, 
therefore, is not penalized by doing business in Maryland inasmuch as the rates 
of the two jurisdictions are the same. In 1952 our company paid the State of 
Maryland a premium tax of $1,868,07. Had the District of Columbia premium 
tax rate of 2% percent, our company would have paid the State of Maryland 
$2,335.09, an increase of $467.02 due to the retaliatory provision of the Maryland 
premium tax law. 

Even though the sum of $467.02 may seen relatively insignificant, its ramifica- 
tions are far-reaching. If the District of Columbia in 1952 had increased its 
premium tax to 2% percent, it woud have meant that for every $1 of additional 
tax that our company would have paid the District of Columbia, it would have 
had to pay the State of Maryland the additional sum of 40 cents, The effect 
is that, under the proposed 2% percent premium tax, the cost to our company 
would have have been $1.40 for each $1 of additional revenue obtained by the 
District of Columbia for the year 1952. Should the amount of premiums written 
in the State of Maryland increase more than those written in the District of 
Columbia, this ratio of 40 cents to each $1 of additional revenue obtained by 
the District of Columbia. would correspondingly increase. Should the amount 
written in the State of Maryland exceed the amount written in the District of 
Columbia, the ratio would increase to the extent that more additional tax would 
be paid to the State of Maryland than obtained by the District of Columbia. 

With an operating loss in 1952 of $2,975.24, the National Capital Insurance Co. 
ean ill afford any increased tax burden, An increased premium tax in the District 
of Columbia will increase its taxes both in the District of Columbia and the 
State of Maryland, 

While realizing the District of Columbia’s need for increased revenues, our 
company respectfully submits that the proposed increase of the premium tax 
from 2 percent to 24% percent is inequitable in that it will cost our company, 
a domestic fire and extended coverage insurance company, more than the 
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District of Columbia will realize in increased revenue; and that it will unduly 
penalize our company in the State of Maryland by its having to pay an in- 
creased premium tax there solely because of an increased premium tax in the 
District of Columbia, the jurisdiction of its incorporation. It is, therefore, 
respectfully requested that the recommendation of the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia that the tax on insurance premiums written in the District 
of Columbia be increased from 2 percent to 2% percent be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Wma. N. PAYNE, Jr., 
President, National Capital Insurance Company of the District of Columbia. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD BAILE, WALLINGFORD, PA. 


My name is Harold Baile. I reside in Wallingford, Delaware County, Pa. 
I am an officer of the Potomac Insurance Co. of the District of Columbia and 
appear before you on its behalf. The Potomac Insurance Co. of the District of 
Columbia was incorporated by act of Congress approved March 2, 1831, and 
has engaged in the insurance business continuously since that date. It is en- 
gaged presently in a program of multiple-line underwriting not only in the 
District of Columbia but also in all except six of the United States—Montana, 
Nevada, New Hampshire, North and South Dakota, and Vermont. 

The purpose of my appearance is to urge you to report unfavorably that por- 
tion of H. R. 7389 which proposes a 25 percent increase in the tax imposed on 
insurance premiums, an increase from 2 to 2% percent on the gross direct pre- 
mium writings of all companies doing business in the District of Columbia. 

I realize that the wisdom of tax legislation cannot be determined by its appli- 
cation to a single individual or company but rather by considering its general 
application. However, I believe the impact of this proposal on our company is 
comparable to that which will be felt by all District of Columbia property in- 
surance companies who engage in nationwide operations and therefore it is not 
inappropriate to examine the effect it would have upon us. 

For the year 1952 our gross direct premium writings totaled slightly in excess 
of $10 million ($10,297,115.88). However, our writings in the District were only 
slightly over $30,000 ($30,459.26). We paid a premium tax to the District of 
$609.19. Our premium taxes in all other States totaled over $230,000 
($230,235.77). 

Of the States in which the Potomac does business, 26 have premium tax rates 
of 2 percent or less and have retaliatory provisions in their premium tax laws. 
There are many other States with a premium tax rate of 2 percent or less which 
do not have retaliatory provisions. Under these provisions, the Potomac, or 
any out-of-State company, is required to pay to that State a premium tax not 
less than the tax imposed by its State of domicile. Thus a 25 percent increase in 
the taxes imposed by the District upon the Potomac works a similar increase in 
its tax rate in 26 other States. Using the year 1952 as illustrative, an increase 
in the District tax as proposed, although requiring an additional payment to 
the District of only $152.30, would impose upon our company a total additional 
tax in other States of slightly over $29,000 ($29,005.56). In other words, for 
every dollar of additional revenue that would be produced for the District, the 
Potomae would be required to pay $190 to other jurisdictions. For the year 
1952 this increase would have amounted to almost 5% percent of the com- 
pany’s net income and over 10 percent of its net underwriting income. 

Necessarily in any growing company its business outside of the District will 
always increase in greater proportion than its business in the District because of 
the greater territorial opportunities for expansion. Therefore, the effect which 
would have been experienced in 1952 will be greatly accentuated in future years. 

In addition to increasing the rate of tax payable by District companies in 
other States, an increase in the District’s rates would subject District of Colum- 
bia companies to taxes in other jurisdictions from which they are now exempt. 
For instance, the gross receipts tax payable to the School District of Philadel- 
phia expressly exempts corporations of other States imposing a premium tax 
of 2 percent or less. The Potomac and other District of Columbia insurance 
companies are now exempt from that tax. If this bill is enacted into law they 
will be subject to the tax. 


42387—54——--36 
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From a competitive standpoint this has a real effect on the Potomac and other 
District of Columbia fire and casualty companies. Casualty insurance rates are 
determined by totaling the losses payable in accordance with the coverage af. 
forded by the insurance contract, the expenses of handling the business and a 
reasonable allowance for underwriting profit and contingencies. One of the 
elements of expense is taxes, licenses, and fees. The factor in the rate structure 
for this item is determined by the tax laws of the particular rating area. No 
consideration is given to the operation of retaliatory laws. Thus the allowance 
for taxes in the rates for District of Columbia companies operating in other 
States will not be in keeping with the taxes they will actually have to pay. 
They wll be trying to operate on a rate without as sufficient an allowance for 
expenses as is afforded other companies operating in the State. 

In these times this is of particular significance. Casualty and fire insurance 
business is in a highly competitive period. Companies are operating under 
vastly different plans of operation and are seeking their business through pre- 
mium differentials. Industry generally is seeking to cut its overhead by redue- 
ing its premium charges. At the same time the cost of claims continues to mount. 
As rates are depressed to meet competitive conditions it is essential that the 
factors in the rates for fixed items of expense, like taxes, be adequate, otherwise 
the rate either does not permit of a reasonable profit or many times will produce 
an underwriting loss. 

It is always valid to urge upon State legislatures their obligation not to legis- 
late in a manner detrimental to the interests of local industry. I do not know 
whether Congress should have an interest in fostering the development of cor- 
porations which have been created by its own acts; but if Congress is concerned 
with encouraging the growth and success of District of Columbia insurance com- 
panies, I know of no piece of legislation more detrimental to that interest than 
the portion of H. R. 7389 which we are discussing. In the case of our own com- 
pany its enactment into law would compel serious consideration on our part of 
reincorporating under the laws of one of the States. 

I have always considered one of the tests for the desirability of tax legislation 
to be whether there is a benefit enjoyed by the taxing authority commensurate 
with the burden it imposes. If this is a valid test this bill does not meet it. The 
burden on the local insurance industry would be entirely disproportionate to 
the financial benefit to the District, in fact I venture the suggestion that the real 
beneficiaries of this legislation, so far as domestic companies are concerned, 
would be the Treasurers of the other States in which they do business. 

We therefore respectfully ask that you do not recommend enactment of that 
portion of H. R. 7389 relating to insurance premium taxes. 


STATEMENT OF W. LEE “SHIELD, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL, AMERICAN LIFE 
CONVENTION, CHICAGO, ILL., IN REFERENCE To THAT Part Or H. R. 7389 WHicH 
WouLp INCREASE THE TAXES ON INSURANCE PREMIUMS COLLECTED IN THE 
District of COLUMBIA 


My name is W. Lee Shield. I am associate general counsel of the American 
Life Convention, an association of 238 life-insurance companies holding more 
than 97 percent of the legal reserve life insurance in force in the United States. 
My statement is in behalf of both our member companies who do business in 
the District of Columbia and those who do not, in the first case because of their 
direct interest and in the second because of the national import of insurance 
legislation in the District of Columbia. 

This statement relates only to the recommendation, made in connection with 
the proposed public works program for the District of Columbia, that the rate 
cf tax on life-insurance premiums and annuity considerations received from 
policy and annuity contract holders in the District of Columbia be increased by 
25 percent. The present rate of tax is 2 percent, the proposed rate is 214 percent. 


MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE IS NOT A MONEYMAKING BUSINESS 


Life insurance on the mutual plan is not a moneymaking business: it is the 
«ollection and disbursement of money to prevent poverty. A mutual life 
insurance company is owned by its policyholders. Any amounts collected by 
the company in excess of the sums needed to discharge its obligations are re- 
turned to those policyholders in the form of dividends. 

There are no profits to be declared and paid to stockholders. Under these 
circumstances it is obvious that any premium tax is a tax upon policyholders, 
which must increase the cost of insurance to those policyholders. 
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It follows that nonparticipating life insurance sold by a stock company, with 
premium rates fixed at the time a policy is sold and which cannot be increased 
thereafter, must be sold at a price which will permit competition with mutual 
companies. There is thus no margin in the premiums of outstanding policies 
to absorb increased taxes, making such ex post facto increases obviously in- 
equitable as to such companies. 


LIFE INSURANCE REDUCES BURDENS ON THE STATE 


Recent years have seen a tremendous increase in demands upon both the 
States and the Federal Government for public assistance to individuals. Life 
insurance is the greatest force in America today operating to reduce such de- 
mands. The facts are well known about the role played by life insurance in 
assuring payment of the last illness of an insured, his funeral, and in furnishing 
money to readjust the family to its changed circumstances. Every payment of 
a death benefit under a life-insurance policy serves to reduce or eliminate possible 
need for public welfare payments by the Federal or State governments. Any 
action which can have the effect of reducing such self-help should be avoided. 
An increased premium tax can only result in increasing the cost of life insurance, 
as all funds of life-insurance companies, in the last analysis, originate with 
policyholders. 

Life-insurance premiums constitute a self-imposed tax by which individuals 
seek to protect themselves and their families from the effects of the death of 
the wage earner. To increase the penalty for assuming this burden amounts 
to double taxation, which has always been regarded as unfair. 


LIFE-INSURANCE PREMIUMS PROVIDE NO PRESENT INCOME 


A life-insurance premium is usually the result of self-denial by the policyholder 
to provide a cushion for his dependents in the event of the policyholder’s death. 
After the policyholder has saved up enough to pay a life-insurance premium it 
seems unjust to penalize his thrift to the extent of $2.50 of every $100 premium, 
as the premium will not thereafter be in the policyholder’s possession and will 
not yield any present income from which the tax can be recouped. Life insurance 
and annuities are the only forms of savings of which this is true. It is be- 
lieved it is not necessary to pay a tax for the privilege of saving in any other way. 


ANNUITY CONSIDERATIONS ARE ALREADY SUBJECT TO DISCRIMINATORY TAXATION 


Annuity considerations are taxed by the District of Columbia at a 2 percent 
rate, the same as life-insurance premiums. To increase this rate to 24% per- 
cent would be to add an additional burden to an already heavy one. The pur- 
chase of an annuity represents a capital investment, whether paid at one time or 
in installments. A tax on annuity considerations is therefore a tax on capital, 
and is even more serious and objectionable than a tax on life-insurance premiums. 
A person wishing to protect his family in case of his death might not le pre- 
vented from taking out a life-insurance policy by an increase in premium tax 
rates, because in no other way can he secure such protection. But an individual 
thinking of investing savings in an annuity might well be persuaded to turn to 
some other form of investment when he learns that an additional tax would have 
to be paid on the amount, resulting in a reduction in the rate of return on his 
investment, because other types of investment, not subject to the annuity tax, 
would be open to him. In other words, if the price of an annuity is not suui- 
ciently attractive, a prospective purchaser will spend his money elsewhere. 
Recognizing this injustice, the States of Florida, Maryland, New Jersey, South 
Dakota, Tennessee, and West Virginia impose a lower rate of tax on annuity 
considerations than on life-insurance premiums. 

In addition to this heavy 2 percent tax already imposed on annuity considera- 
tions, a serious discrimination exists at present between the Federal income 
tax treatment of insured pension plans and that of uninsured pension plans. 
If an industrial pension plan is funded by annuity, endowment, or life insurance 
contracts purchased from a life insurance company, the investment income 
earned each year becomes subject to the approximately 614 percent tax on net 
investment income imposed on life-insurance companies, pursuant to the terms 
of section 201, 1. R. C. If, on the other hand, the pension plan is funded through 
a trust not. utilizing insurance company contracts—in other words, is unin- 
sured—the investment income earned each year by the pension fund is tax 
exempt, pursuant to the terms of section 165, I. R. C. 

A considerable number of life insurance companies, but not all, underwrite 
priavte pension plans. The amount of funds involved in both insured and unin- 
sured pension plans runs into many billions of dollars. 
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Currently, this 644 percent tax on net investment income of life-insurance cow- 
panies has the effect of increasing the outlay otherwise required for an insured 
pension plan by about 5 percent.’ For example, an employer who contributes 
$1,000,000 to an insured pension plan is indirectly charged about $50,000 for 
Federal taxes on the investment income earned by his contribution over the 
years. This $50,000 tax would not be paid if the pension plan were funded, 
without guaranties to employees, through the agency of a bank trustee. 

The size of the tax burden can also be appreciated by its comparison with other 
life-insurance company expenses of doing a pension business. Group annuity 
contracts, to use one example, constitute a widely used medium for funding 
pension plans, and one for which expenses are shown separately in the published 
statements of life insurance companies. For such contracts, it is estimated that 
under current law the Federal taxes on investment income from funds arising 
from pension plans will exceed the total of all expenses (other than taxes) in- 
curred in the servicing of such contracts. 

This situation is featured in sales literature issued by corporate trust com- 
panies who seek pension trust business in competition with life insurance com- 
panies. For many employers it has been a compelling argument which has led 
them to fund their new pension plans through a bank trustee or to change the 
method of funding their existing insured plans. The many advantages of in- 
sured pension plans, as compared with uninsured plans not providing funda- 
mental guaranties to employees and pensioners, may be lost solely as a result 
of such discriminatory tax treatment. 

The two most important agencies for funding private pension plans are bank 
trustees and life insurance companies. There is keen competition between 
them. Both this competition and the employers’ freedom of choice are presently 
affected by this serious tax discrimination. 

This situation was deemed serious enough so that it was brought to the at- 
tention of the Congress, in a memorandum dated July 14, 1953, submitted jointly 
by the American Life Convention and the Life Insurance Association of America. 
This is another reason why the present 2 percent rate of tax on annuity con 
siderations should not be increased, but in fairness and equity should rather be 
reduced or eliminated. 


PRESENT DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PREMIUM TAX IS NOW AS HIGH AS NATIONWIDE 
AVERAGE 


Attached to this memorandum is a tabulation of basic premium tax rates 
applicable to foreign life insurance companies by the States. From this it 
will be seen that three States impose a premium tax at the rate of 1% percent, 
lower than the District 2 percent rate, while 15 States impose premium taxes 
at rates higher than 2 percent. This leaves 30 States which have a 2 percent 
rate, indicating that by far the majority of States consider 2 percent as the 
highest desirable rate. In addition, this chart discloses that only 27 States tax 
annuity considerations, and of these the 6 States mentioned previously impose 
the tax on annuity considerations at a rate lower than that on life insurance 
premiums, 


ACTION BY THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IS ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT 


The District of Columbia is unique among the governmental subdivisions of 
the continental United States, in that its legislature is the Congress of the 
United States. Legislative atcion in the District, for this reason, assumes even 
more importance than action by a State. If Congress enacts legislation on a 
certain subject, it could easily be looked upon as a model to be followed by State 
legislatures. For this reason an increase in the rate of premium tax on life 
insurance premiums and annuity considerations should be considered very care- 
fully before the Congress is asked to change the law. 


COMPANIES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WOULD BE AFFECTED MOST 


While the burden of increased premium taxes would fall upon all life in- 
surance companies doing business in the District, the increase would be felt 
most heavily by companies with home offices in the District, through the opera- 
tion of retaliatory laws. Such laws are in effect in 32 States, which means 
that, in every instance where the District premium tax rate exceeded the rate 
of a State in which a District company was doing business, the District com- 
pany would have its taxes in such State increased to the rate imposed by the 


4 Based on an average accumulation period for individual pensions of 25 years. 
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District. Taxes collected from the District of Columbia life insurance com- 
panies would therefore be increased, entirely out of proportion to the benefits 
realized by the District from the increased taxes paid by such companies on 
premiums and considerations received on risks in the District. 


CONCLUSION 


Consideration of any proposal to increase the tax burden on the payment of 
life insurance premiums and annuity considerations involves a careful review 
of the nature of life insurance and annuities and the effect of a tax on them. 
I have sought to point out that life insurance and annuities are savings of in- 
dividuals by Which they seek to provide for their families in the event the wage 
earner dies prematurely or in the event such wage earner lives beyond his ability 
to earn wages to provide income for the old age of his wife and himself. 

Such a self-imposed savings program is socially desirable and directly reduces 
the demands on the State and Federal governments for public assistance to 
individuals. The life insurance premium yields no present income from which 
the policyholder can recoup the tax and annuity considerations are already sub- 
ject to discriminatory taxation. This is the nature of the subject on which 
the proposal would increase the tax burden—increase it far beyond the na- 
tional average. The tax burden would fall most heavily on the policyholders 
of companies domiciled in the District of Columbia. Action by the Congress 
for the District of Columbia is especially important because it expresses the 
opinion of the Federal Government and thereby tends to set a pattern for 
similar legislative treatment by all the States. These would be some of the 
effects of the proposed tax increase. 

We believe that because of the social and economic effects of life insurance 
and annuities the Government should exert every effort to encourage their use 
and certainly should do nothing to increase their cost and thereby discourage 
their purchase. 

For these and other reasons we earnestly recommend that the proposed 
tax increase on the payment of life insurance premiums and annuity considera- 
tions be not approved. 


Basic premium tax rates applicable to foreign life-insurance companies 


1% percent : 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
New York 

2 percent; 

Arizona 

Yolorado*? 
District Columbia * 
Florida ** 


2 percent—Con. 
Montana *?* 
Nebraska * 
Nevada North Carolina’ 
New Hampshire? North Dakota? 
New Jersey ** Ohio 
New Mexico South Dakota ** 
Oregon Wyoming? 
Pennsylvania 8 percent : 

Georgia *? Rhode Island Idaho *? 

Illinois * South Carolina?" Indiana ™ 

Iowa * Tennessee ** 2.35 percent’: 

Kansas * Vermont California 


214 percent: 
Alabama ?* 
Arkansas * 


Kentucky * 
Louisiana *** 
Maine * 
Maryland ** 
Massachusetts ° 
Michigan 
Minnesota 


Washington? 
West Virginia ** 
Wisconsin 


2% percent: 


Mississippi ’* 
Utah 
Virginia *” 


4 percent’: 
Oklahoma 

8.3 percent **: 
Texas 


Missouri * 


4 Annuity considerations are taxed. 

2 Rate reduction dependent upon assets invested in State. 

* Annuity considerations taxed at % regular rate. 

* Tax is $140 on first $7,000 premiums, $170 on each additional $10,000. 

5 2-percent premiums, or. 4 net value of policies. 

bd hn on first $5.000 or less, 2 percent on excess. 

™ Rate is 2 percent on premiums, plus 1 percent graduated license tax. 

*® Annuity considerations taxed at 1% percent. 

® Plus Yo of 1 percent. surcharge. 

102%, percent tax on disability and double indemnity premiums. 

a Death losses et al., deductible. 

42 Tax imposed on gross direct renewal insurance premiums only; inapplicable to first- 
year premiums. 
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STATEMENT OF HeNrY R. GLENN, New York, N. Y., oN BEHALF oF LiFe INSURANCE 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE XI, 
SEcTIONS 1101 ANp 1102 or H. R. 7389 


The Life Insurance Association of America, on behalf of its 105-member life 
insurance companies and their policyholders, respectfully submits this statement 
in opposition to the proposal of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
to increase by 25 percent the tax now imposed on insurance premiums collected 
in the District of Columbia. Sixty-six of these member companies do business 
in the District of Columbia. 

There are many important reasons why the Congress should reject this pro- 
posal, some of which are discussed below for your consideration : 

1. Increases cost of life insurance to policyholders.—Life insurance premium 
taxes, while nominally assessed against the companies, are in effect paid by 
the policyholder. The annual premium paid by a policyholder represents the 
estimated cost of his insurance. Approximately 75 percent of life insurance 
in force is on a mutual or participating basis, i. e., any excess of the estimated 
cost of insurance over the actual cost is returned to the policyholder. Taxes, 
obviously, are an important factor in this cost. To increase the already heavy 
burden of the present premium tax further increases the cost of insurance, a 
result which should be avoided. 

Approximately 600,000 citizens of the District, principally persons of moderate 
means, are life insurance policyholders who through the exercise of prudence 
and self-reliance, are seeking to provide against dependence of their families 
upon public sources in the event of untimely death of the income-provider or 
themselves in their own old age. As strange a paradox as it may seem, a tax 
on policyholders’ savings is exacted for the privilege of exercising this desirable 
contribution to the security of family life in our country. This is a high penalty 
for prudence. 

2. Any inerease in the tar rate would set a precedent for a nationwide in- 
crease.—If Congress, with its enormous prestige, should increase the District 
premium tax rate above the national average which is about 2 percent, it un 
doubtedly would set a pattern for other jurisdictions to follow. The approach 
of other jurisdictions would be: “If Congress considers 2% percent to be a fair 
rate of taxation, why should we impose a lesser rate?’ The seriousness of such 
a development is evident in that if a 24% percent level had existed nationally 
in 1952, the tax burden on life insurance policyholder premiums alone would 
have been increased by approximately $40 million. We urge this commitiee 
not to take any step which might result in encouraging other States to increase 
the cost of life insurance. The insurance business is already heavily taxed by 
the States and by the Federal Government. The policyholder should not be 
asked to carry this additional tax burden. 

3. Any increase in present tar rate would heavily penalize District com- 
panies.—The progressive and growing life insurance companies domiciled in 
the District will undoubtedly point out the disastrous effect which the proposed 
increase would bring about through the operation of retaliatory laws in other 
jurisdictions where they do business or in which they might desire to do business. 
In 25 of the 32 States now having tax retaliatory laws, the basic premium tax 
is either lower or about the same as the present District rate. This means that 
automatically and without any affirmative legislative action on the part of such 
States, the retaliatory impact of an increase in the District rate from 2 percent 
to 2% percent would require District of Columbia companies to pay an increased 
premium tax on all business transacted by them in these 25 States. District 
companies considering expanding their operations to include additional States 
might well be deterred from doing so because of additional retaliatory tax 
burdens. Desirable growth would thus be retarded. Surely the Congress, seek- 
ing to pursue sound economic policy, does not wish to circumscribe the normal 
and healthy geographical expansion of insurance companies domiciled in the 
District of Columbia. 

4. The effect of a tax increase upon annuities.—Unlike many of the jurisdic- 
tions now imposing the same rate of premium tax the District also applies its 
full premium tax rate to payments which are used for old-age security in the 
form of retirement annuities. This further aggravates the impact of the present 
tax, and discloses its patent unfairness when considered in the light of other 
methods of providing funds for retirement. 

The providing of retirement protection under employee-annuity contracts 
constitutes the bulk of the annuity business now being written by life insurance 
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companies. Such annuities, however, have no monopoly in the employment 
pension plan field. These annuities, written by insurance companies, do not 
enjoy the tax-free status of retirement trust funds administered by banks and 
trust companies, or other methods of providing old-age security. 

The impact of the present 2 percent tax upon employee annuities is clearly 
evidenced by the fact, that total expenses, excluding taxes, of life insurance com- 
panies in connection with such annuity contracts represent only 1.7 percent 
of the total considerations paid. Thus the present 2 percent tax on gross con- 
siderations paid more than doubles the expense of an annuity retirement pian. 
Accordingly, the proposed increase would aggravate the present unfair com- 
petetive situation. 

5. An increase in the taz rate is not necessary to produce additional revenue.— 
The natural increase in the volume of outstanding insurance automatically pro- 
duces annually increasing tax revenues for the District. Reports of the Govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia show that annual revenue from insurance taxes 
and license fees paid to the District almost doubled in 10 years from $1 million 
in 1942 to $1,970,000 in 1952. Thus the tax yield is in direct proportion to the 
volume of business. Unless retarded by excessive taxation, a progressive and 
cumulative increase of revenue may be anticipated without any change in the 
District’s insurance tax laws. 


CONCLUSION 


In summary, we respectfully urge your committee not to increase the present 
District of Columbia premium tax because— 

(1) It would increase cost of life insurance to policyholders. 

(2) It would set a precedent for a nationwide increase. 

(3) It would heavily penalize District companies and discourage their 
growth. 

(4) It would aggravate the present unfair tax treatment of employee 
annuities as compared with other retirement programs which are tax free. 

(5) Finally, no increase is necessary to produce additional revenue to 
the District. 


STATEMENT OF SAMUEL W. Hauser, WASHINGTON, D. C., oN BEHALF OF PEOPLES 
Lire INSURANCE Co., WASHINGTON, D. C., IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROVISIONS OF 
TiTLeE IX, Secrrons 1101 anp 1102 or H. R. 7389 


Peoples Life Insurance Co., Washington, D. C., respectfully submits this state- 
ment in opposition to the proposal of the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to increase the tax imposed on insurance premiums collected in the 
District of Columbia from 2 percent to 2% percent. The Peoples Life Insurance 
Co. is a stock company engaged solely in the life insurance business, and was 
incorporated under the laws of the United States for the District of Columbia 
in 1903. It carries on its business in the States of Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, 
West Virginia and Ohio, in addition to the District of Columbia. The company’s 
insurance in force on December 31, 1952 amounted to $475,281,145, and premium 
income from its areas of operations subject to premium tax as of the same date 
was $16,487,808. 

The effect of the proposed increase in premium tax has a much more far 
reaching effect on insurance companies such as Peoples Life, which are domiciled 
in the District of Columbia, than the increase in tax on premiums collected in 
the District would indicate. This is because of the retaliatory laws in the 
various States, which laws have the effect of increasing the premium tax on 
premiums collected from those States to match the rate of tax which we pay 
in the District of Columbia. A typical retaliatory law is appended hereto. 
Of the States in which the Peoples Life operates, Delaware, Maryland and 
Virginia would, through the operation of their retaliatory laws, automatically 
increase the premium tax payable by this company in those States if the District 
of Columbia increases its rate from 2 percent to 2% percent. 

The following table, which is based upon premium income for the year 1952, 
shows the immediate effect of the proposed increase in tax upon this company. It 
will be observed that the increase of one-half of 1 percent on our premium income 
in the District of Columbia would result in an increase in tax payable to the 
District of Columbia of $4,928; whereas, the resultant increase in premium tax 
payable to the three other States whose retaliatory laws would become operative 
would amount to $45,800. Thus, for the increased tax payment in the District 
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of Columbia of approximately $5,000, the company would be burdened with an 
increased tax payment of nine times that figure to other States in which we 
operate. With the natural growth of the company from year to year, the 
premium income increases and the premium tax of course proportionately 
increases. 


Premium tag data in States affected (1952 figures) 


{1952 figures} 


} Tax if 
District of | 
Columbia 
tax were 
increased 


Actual tax 
paid 


Amount of 


| Premiums ; 
re , increase 


District of Columbia $985, 735 | $19, $24, 643 
Maryland... ‘it ALS 4, 028, 736 | . 5 100, 718 
Virginia........ ' 7, 022, 468 35, 26 187, 584 
Delaware. __- f 445, 476 | : 11, 136 


Total. _.. . wancsee--+| 12,482, 415 | 3, 35% 324, 081 
| 


The serious effect of this increase can be quickly shown. The premiums 
eharged for policies issued by this company, which are nonparticipating, are 
guaranteed premiums which remain the same throughout the contract period 
of the policy. No adjustment can be made in that premium over the years in 
which it is payable so as to reflect any increased costs of carrying the risk. The 
major part of our insurance in force consists of whole life or long term endow- 
ment insurance, and the same premium of course is paid by the policyholder 
over a great Many years. When the premiums are calculated for those policies, 
such factors as interest earnings on the premiums, operation costs and taxes are 
taken into consideration. The majority of policies written by this company 
guaranteed an interest assumption upon premiums of 314 percent in the compu- 
tation of their legal reserves. This interest assumption factor is not subject 
to change, despite the serious investment problem of actually earning the in 
terest rate guaranteed by the contracts. Furthermore, the tremendous increase 
in the general operational costs of doing business poses a heavy burden, which, 
again, cannot be offset by any adjustment in the premiums paid upon insurance 
now in force. The imposition of an increased tax burden presents an addi- 
tional factor directly related to the adequacy of the premiums which are now 
payable on our insurance in force. It is apparent that although any premium 
tax increase could not be offset by any adjustment in the premiums now being 
collected, such increase would in all probability have to be considered in future 
premium computations. However, the heavy competition which we face from 
other life insurance companies which are not domiciled in the District of Colum- 
bia, and which are therefore not similarly affected by the retaliatory tax laws, 
operates to discourage any increase in premium. As a result, the company finds 
itself in the difficult position of facing higher costs, difficulty in earning a 
guaranteed interest assumption, and now, substantial increases in premium tax 
on the one hand, and the impossibility of making any adjustments in premiums 
on policies now in force, and the possible impracticability of adjusting the pre- 
miums for future policies, on the other. 

Peoples Life Insurance Co., like all other insurance companies, is deeply con- 
cerned with the deflated value of the sums paid under its insurance contracts in 
relation to the premium dollar which the policyholder has paid over the years 
for his insurance protectior. It is quite natural that we are desirous of keeping 
the cost of life insurance protection at a very minimum in the interest of the 
general public, whose welfare is so closely and vitally related to the insurance 
industry. We therefore respectfully urge that the proposed increase in pre- 
mium tax in the District of Columbia from 2 percent to 2% percent be eliminated 
from H. R, bill 7389. 

APPENDIX 


A typical retaliatory tax provision Code of Virginia, 1950, Section 38-12: 

“Inerease of taxes, etc., to equal taxes of other States.—If, by the existing or 
future laws of any State an insurance company of this State having agencies in 
such other State, or the agents thereof, shall be required to make any deposit of 
securities in such other State for the protection of policyholders or otherwise, 
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or to make payment for taxes, fines, penalties, certificates of authority, license 
fees or otherwise, greater than the amount required by this State from similar 
corporations of such other State, then and in every such case, all insurance com- 
panies of such other State established or heretofore having established an agency 
or agencies in this State shall be required to make the like deposits for the like 
purposes with the State Treasurer, and to pay the Commission for taxes, fines, 
penalties, certificates of authority, license fees and otherwise, an amount equal 
to the amount of such charges and payments imposed by the laws of such other 
State upon the insurance companies of this State and the agents thereof.” 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN MUTUAL ALLIANCE IN OPPOSITION TO THB 
RECOMMENDATION OF THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE D1ISTrict oF COLUMBIA THAT 
THE PREMIUM TAX ON INSURANCE COMPANIES DOING BUSINESS IN THE DISTRICT 
or COLUMBIA BE INCREASED FROM 2 PERCENT To 244, a 25 PERCENT INCREASE, TO 
Hep FINANCE A PRoPOsED PusLiIc WORKS PROGRAM 


‘The American Mutual Alliance is an insurance trade association located at 20 
North Wacker Drive, Chicago 6, Ill. Its membership consists of 114 mutual 
fire and casualty insurance companies doing business throughout the United 
States; 42 of these companies are now licensed in the District of Columbia with 
direct premiums of $4,495,625 from 1952 business transacted in the District. 

The American Mutual Alliance is opposed to the recommendation to increase 
the premium tax because it would seriously affect insurance companies and their 
policyholders in several important respects. 

The present premium tax rate in the District of Columbia is 2 percent of gross 
premiums less return premiums and dividend refunds to policyholders. The 2 
percent rate and the basis used place the District of Columbia at the present 
time in line with the national level. The vast majority of the States impose no 
greater tax than 2 percent. It has been generally recognized over a long period 
of years that this is a proper rate and as high as the tax burden should reason- 
ably be upon insurance premiums. When considered in comparison with a net 
income tax it isa heavy tax. The 2 percent tax is imposed upon premiums with- 
out any deductions for losses or expenses. The tax is imposed in a substantial 
amount even when a company’s losses and expenses exceed its premium income. 
In terms of a net income tax it is a heavy burden upon the policyholders in the 
District of Columbia, The taxes the company pays are reflected in the premiums 
it must charge. Any increase in tax will increase the charge the policyholder 
pays. 

This increase will not only affect the policyholder in the District of Columbia. 
It is not unreasonable to think that any action by Congress increasing premium 
taxes for the District might well set up a pattern to be followed nationally. 
Many of the States are looking for new sources of revenue. In recent legis- 
lative sessions many States have considered increasing premium taxes. If Con- 
gress adopts the recommendation of the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia the encouragement to the States to increase their premium taxes 
may well prove to be too tempting to resist. The individual States can easily 
point to Congress as setting a trend for them to follow. The added burden on 
the policyholders throughout the country would be tremendous. 

The recommendation of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia pro- 
poses that the insurance industry be taxed for a program of public works. How- 
ever desirable a public works program may be, it is submitted that the insurance 
industry, which is essentially a system to promote the public welfare, should 
not be taxed for such a purpose. Insurance furthers the social and economic 
welfare of the individual and the community in the services it provides. It 
affords broad benefits to the community by removing the burdens of disaster 
that would otherwise prove too much for the individual to bear. The present 
administration has expressed a desire to increase the scope of such service 
through the assumption of risks by private enterprise at the lowest possible cost. 
A recommendation increasing the cost of such service discourages, rather than 
increases, the scope of private assumption of risks. 

The business of insurance is essentially cooperative in nature. The pool or 
fund from which losses and expenses and taxes « e paid must come from the 
premiums the policyholders pay. If taxes are increased the burden must fall 
ultimately upon the policyholder either through increased premiums or lower 
policyholder dividend refunds. It should clearly be borne in mind that the 
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policyholder is not being asked to pay this burden for a material advantage or 
profit. He is not purchasing a luxury or realizing a profit on an investment. He 
is merely being prudent in an effort to protect and conserve his home or hig 
business or to save himself and his dependents from economic disaster resulting 
from illness or accident, There should be no penalty for such an effort, 

It is respectfully submitted that the recommendation of the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia be disapproved. 


MvuTvuat Fire INsURANCE CO. oF THE District or CoLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C., January 27, 1954. 


SUBCOMMITTEES OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE COMMITTEES ON THE 
District OF COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: This company respectfully submits the following statement in 
connection with H. R. 7389, in opposition to any increase in the rate of premium 
tax imposed upon insurance companies doing business in the District of 
Columbia : 


BACKGROUND 


The Mutual Fire Insurance Co. of the District of Columbia was chartered by 
Congress on January 10, 1855, and has operated continuously since that time as 
a dividend-paying fire and automobile insurance company. Its operations were 
limited to the District of Columbia until 1945, when it entered the State of 
Maryland, and in 1949 it entered the State of Virginia. Plans are under con- 
sideration to enter other States in line with a policy of gradual expansion. 
Since organization, the company has paid to policyholders about $1,233,000 
in dividends. The Mutual Fire has traditionally followed the practice of re- 
turning substantial dividends to its policyholders in order to furnish fire-in- 
surance protection at the lowest possible net cost, and consequently has not 
accumulated large resources. Its assets today are approximately $364,000 and 
its surplus about $251,000. 


TAX AND EXPENSE BURDEN 


The tax and expense burden which has faced the company during the past 
several years has been severe, and if increased would result in the necessity for 
reducing dividends to policyholders, and would curtail plans for expansion into 
other States. 

The company must met the following important tax and assessment expense: 

1. District of Columbia real-estate taxes on its office property amounting to 
$2,902.50 annually. This property consists of a small office building assessed 
for tax purposes at $135,000, and occupied in part by the company. Since the 
rental income of the remaining portion is limited, there is little opportunity to 
derive an appreciable investment income to offset 2 increases in assessed value 
which have occurred within the past 5 years. 

2. Assessement for maintenance of the insurance rating bureau of the District 
of Columbia, which became necessary with the enactment by Congress of Public 
Law 327 in 1944. Prior to that date this company was not a member of any rat- 
ing bureau, but since by Public Law 327 Congress required all companies writ- 
ing fire insurance in the District of Columbia to organize and maintain a rating 
bureau, it became necessary for the Mutual Fire to assume its share of this 
expense. Assessments have fluctuated from 3 percent of net premiums in 1944 to 
2 percent in 1958, and the-total paid by this company is $7,295.04. It is con- 
ceded that this is not a tax item, as such, but nevertheless it represents an 
expense imposed by act of Congress which is closely akin to taxation. 

3. Federal income taxes which require payment of tax by a mutual fire in- 
surance company having a gross annual income in excess of $75,000 figured at 
either (a) 1 percent of premiums written, or (b) at regular tax rates on in- 
vestment income, whichever is greater. Since 1947 when this company’s gross 
annual income exceeded $75,000 for the first time in its history, the company 
has sustained a substantial underwriting loss, but despite this loss has been re- 
quired to pay Federal income taxes totaling $6,872.87. 

4. Premium taxes at the rate of 2 percent on the company’s net premiums writ- 
ten in the District of Columbia and in the State.of Maryland, and 2.25 percent 
in the State of Virginia. During the 5-year period ended December 31, 1953, 
these taxes were as follows: 
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_ $3, 583.94 
1, O77.42 
7,520.11 


Distriet of Columbia 
Maryland 
Virginia 


12, 181.47 


CONCLUSION 


The Mutual Fire Insurance Co. of the District of Columbia respectfully opposes 
any imerease in the present rate of tax on premiums written by insurance com- 
panies in the District of Columbia, for the following reasons: 

1. Premium taxes were originally devised to provide funds for the maintenance 
of an insurance department which would supervise and regulate the business of 
insurance in the public interest. The existing tax of 2 percent is actually too 
high in that it produces about $2 million annually, whereas insurance department 
expense totals about $95,000. This company believes that an increase to 24% 
percent would be manifestly unfair and unwarranted. 

2. Any increase in the present premium tax rate would place the domestic fire 
insurance companies, of which this company is one, in an unfavorable competitive 
position. Such domestic companies are smaller in financial structure and 
premium income than foreign companies which do business in the District of 
Columbia, and are thus less able to absorb the impact of higher taxes. This 
company believes that Congress should do all in its power to foster and encourage 
the development of business by companies organized under its authority. 

3. Many States have retaliatory tax laws which would automatically subject 
District of Columbia companies to higher premium tax rates on their premiums 
in those States, if the District of Columbia rate is increased. At the present 
time, the impact of stch retaliatory laws ‘on the Mutual Fire would not be severe 
because of the limited territory in which we operate, but it is obvious that this 
factor will have to be considered in our plans for future expansion. This com- 
pany is opposed to the idea of a retaliatory fence built around our local business, 
particularly when such a fence would require the payment to other States of 5 
to 10 times the amount realized by the District of Columbia. 


Respectfully submitted. 
CHaAs. M. Boreter, President. 


AMERICAN MERCURY INSURANCE CO., 
Washington, D.C., January 28, 1954. 
Re proposed increase of one-half of 1 percent premium tax, District of Columbia. 


Hon. JosePm P. O’Hara, 
Chairman. of the House and Senate Subcommittee on Fiscal Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sie: In. behalf of American Mercury Insurance Co., a casualty insur- 
ance company organized and domiciled: in the District of Columbia, I respect- 
fully wish to enter our objection to the proposed increase in premium tax in the 
District of Columbia from 2 percent to 21% percent, as provided in the public 
works program bill now under consideration. 

American Mercury Insurance Co. is a relatively small company, having about 
$500,000 of capital and surplus. It wrote $655,000 in premiums in the year 1953. 
However, the company is unique in that it is the only insurance company to our 
knowledge which is engaged exclusively in writing aviation insurance. Organ- 
ized only 4 years ago, the company has made slow but gratifying progress. 

The proposed increase in the premium-tax rate in the District of Columbia 
would very definitely place a burdensome impediment upon our future growth. 
The retaliatory legislation which is in force in many of the States in which we 
are licensed would magnify and multiply the effect of this tax increase in the 
District. I can state honestly—and I believe that this view is representative of 
the view of most other newly organized companies—that if a 2% percent rate 
had been in effect in the District of Columbia in 1949, we would have chosen some 
other State in which to organize. 

We do not believe that a law which would restrict the growth of new insurance 
organizations in the District of Columbia and which would discourage other com- 
panies from organizing here can be in the civic interest. 

For this reason wé respectfully object to the proposed tax increase. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. GARDNER LAWLOr, President. 
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STATEMENT OF V. MANNING HOFFMAN, VICE PRESIDENT AND SECRETARY OF THE 
FIREMEN’s INSURANCE CO. OF WASHINGTON AND GEORGETOWN IN THE DISTRICT 
or COLUMBIA, IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 1101 AND 1102, 
TITLE XI, H. R. 7389 


Our company was organized by a special act of Congress on March 3, 1837, to 
conduct a fire-insurance business in Washington and Georgetown. It has con- 
fined its direct writings principally to the city of Washington, D. C., for more 
than 116 years. At present we write only direct fire and extended coverage 
insurance in the District of Columbia. Because of this, the retaliatory tax 
provisions in other States would not affect our company; however, we are faced 
with further and substantial inroads into the small profits that we have been 
able to make in the past few years. 

For 1952, on $414,979.59 direct fire and extended coverage premiums in the 
District of Columbia, we paid $8,299.59 in premium taxes at the rate of 2 percent, 
This figure projected to a 2% percent rate would be $10,374.49 or an increase 
of $2,074.90. In the year 1952 we suffered a net underwriting loss of $38,036.80 
on our entire business which consisted of direct writings and premiums written 
by way of reinsurance. In the same year our company showed a net profit 
from all sources including investment income of $8,562.22. A \% percent premium- 
tax increase would have reduced this profit by 24 percent. Although our state 
ment for the year 1953 has not been completed, it does not appear that the 
profit picture will be any better than in 1952. 

For the 5-year period ending December 31, 1952, our company’s combined loss 
and expense ratio was 101.3 percent. According to the generally accepted formula 
of profit for insurance companies, this figure should not exceed 95 percent, allow- 
ing companies to make a 5 percent profit on their premiums. The proposed 
tax increase would reduce the expected normal profit, if we achieve it, by 10 
percent. 

This company has been the second largest writer of fire insurance in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for many years. Insofar as our company is concerned, we 
feel that we are operating on the lowest possible rates and a very minimum 
profit. Any further reduction of the profits of this or any similar company 
would greatly discourage operations in the District. Because of the situation 
prevailing in our company and many similar companies, it is obvious that 
the proposed 25 percent increase in our premium taxes is not a theoretical, but 
a real and substantial, economic burden. 

We respectfully request that the proposal to increase the District of Columbia 
taxes on insurance premiums from 2 percent to 2% percent be rejected. 


/ 


STATEMENT OF THE EQUITABLE Lire INSURANCE Co., By CHARLES E. PHILLIPS, 
PRESIDENT 


The Equitable Life Insurance Co. is a District of Columbia corporation with its 
home office located at 816 14th Street NW., Washington, D. C. It operates a 
District of Columbia agency office and 29 other agency offices located in 6 States; 
namely, Delaware, Maryland, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia. 

The Equitable Life Insurance Co. respectfully submits the following statement 
in opposition to the proposed increase in the District of Columbia premium-tax 
rate from 2 percent to 2% percent as provided in the District of Columbia 
Public Works Act now under consideration by these committees. 


1. A 25 PERCENT TAX INCREASE TO ALL COMPANIES ON DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
a PREMIUMS 


The proposed premium tax increase to 24% percent would require all life-in- 
surance companies operating in the District of Columbia to pay a 25 percent 
higher tax on all premiums collected in the District of Columbia. Thus, the 
proposed tax will not be confined to insurance companies incorporated and lo- 
eated in the District of Columbia. This tax will apply to any insurance company 
in the United States or elsewhere that issues a policy in the District of Columbia 
and collects a premium in the District of Columbia. The effect of this tax 
increase would be felt by companies incorporated and located in every State 
in the Union. It will be felt by companies organized and located in the State 
of each member of these committees. 
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2. A TAX BATE HIGHER THAN AT LEAST 37 STATES OF THE UNITED STATES 


The proposed premium-tax increase would give the District of Columbia a 
premium-tax rate higher than the rates of 37 States of the United States. Of 
the remaining 11 States, a number have laws permitting tax credits not allowed 
by the District of Columbia, which credits result in a lower effective premium 
tax than is proposed for the District of Columbia. 


8. RESULTANT INCREASES TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMPANIES IN OTHER STATES 


The fact that the proposed District of Columbia premium-tax rate would be 
higher than the rate of more than 37 States has a tremendous impact on life- 
insurance companies domiciled in the District of Columbia. For it means that 
such companies will not only pay a 25 percent increase in premium taxes to 
the District of Columbia but, solely as a result of the change in the District 
of Columbia premium-tax rate, the District of Columbia companies will also 
have to pay similar increases to most of the other States of the United States 
in which they operate. 

This widespread increase in the taxes which would have to be paid by com- 
panies domiciled in the District of Columbia results from so-called retaliatory 
statutes which are in effect in most States. 


4. A TYPICAL RETALIATORY STATUTE—HOW IT WORKS 


The retaliatory statute of the State of Maryland is typical of the retaliatory 
statutes in force in most States. The following is a quotation of the essential 
parts of the Maryland retaliatory statute: 

When by the laws of any other State * * * any premium or income or other 
taxes * * * are imposed upon Maryland insurance companies doing business 
* * * in such other State, which in the aggregate are in excess of such taxes 
imposed upon insurance companies of such other State under the statutes of this 
State, * * * the same obligations shall be imposed upon insurance companies 
of such other State * * * doing business in Maryland.” 

The Maryland law provides for a tax of 2 percent on life-insurance premiums. 
District of Columbia life-insurance companies operating in Maryland now pay 
a 2 percent premium tax on their Maryland preminm collections since the 
premium-tax rates of the District of Columbia and Maryland are both 2 percent. 
Consequently, the Maryland retaliatory statute is not called into play. 

However, if the District of Columbia premium-tax rate goes to 2% percent, 
companies domiciled in the District of Columbia will not only have to pay a 25 
percent increase in premium taxes on their District of Columbia collections but 
they will also have to increase their premium-tax payments by 25 percent on 
their Maryland premium collections. In fact, they will have to increase their 
premium-tax payments to at least 2% percent of premium collections in every 
retaliatory statute State in which they operate. 


5. TAX INCREASE TO EQUITABLE LIFE IS OVER 100 PERCENT OF PRESENT DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA TAX 


If the proposed District of Columbia premium tax rate of 2%4 percent had been 
in effect in 1952, it would have required the Equitable Life Insurance Co. to pay 
the following additional premium taxes for that year: 


1. Additional premium tax to District of Columbia $4, 302. 78 
2. Additional premium taxes to other States under retaliatory provi- 
sions 15, 284. 81 


Total additional tax 9, 587. 59 


The total of $19,587.59 additional premium taxes which would have been re- 
quired is more than 100 percent of the total premium taxes paid to the District 
of Columbia for 1952 at the present rate. 

The foregoing tabulation shows that, if the proposed District of Columbia 
premium tax increase had been in effect in 1952, it would have required the 
Equitable Life Insurance Co. to pay almost $4 of increased taxes to other States 
for every $1 of increased taxes paid to the District. Furthermore, other Dis- 
triet of Columbia life-insurance companies which operate in more States than 
Equitable Life Insurance Co. would be required to pay up to $10 or more of in- 
creased taxes to other States for every $1 of increased taxes paid to the District. 
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6. WILL PLACE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COMPANIES UNDER COMPETITIVE DISADVAN.- 
TAGE IN MOST STATES 


Since at least 37 States have premium-tax rates lower than 2% percent and 
since 82 States have retaliatory statutes, it is obvious that, if the proposed in- 
crease in District of Columbia premium-tax rate is enacted, the District of Co- 
lumbia life-insurance companies will be compelled to pay the higher District of 
Columbia premium-tax rate to most of the States in which they operate. At 
the same time other life-insurance companies from the many States having 
lower premium taxes than the District of Columbia will be operating through. 
out the United States in competition with District of: Columbia companies: and 
paying to the various States premium taxes lower than those required from Dis 
trict of Columbia companies. Thus, the proposed District of Columbia premium- 
tax increase would mean that District of Columbia companies would operate 
at a substantial competitive disadvantage throughout most of the United States, 
Such a condition would tend to limit the growth and expansion of existing Dis- 
trict of Columbia companies and would have a strong tendency to discourage 
selection of the District of Columbia as a jurisdiction in which to organize new 


life-insurance companies. 


7. TAX INCREASE WILL DISCOURAGE ORGANIZATION AND GROWTH OF DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA INSURANCE COMPANIES 


The legislative and tax policies of most States are designed to encourage rather 
than discourage the establishment of local industry. Their insurance-tax rates 
are designed to produce revenue, but yet to encourage the ‘growth and the se- 
curity of local insurance companies. Their retaliatory statutes are enacted to 
protect their domestic companies against burdensome tax levies by other States. 

The beneficial effect of State tax policy which encourages local life-insurance 
companies is well illustrated by the fact that the States in which are located 
the giant life-insurance companies are all among those States having the lowest 
premium-tax rates. Obviously, those States need revenue just as much as the 
District of Columbia does. They must have looked at this source of revenue 
just as eagerly as the District of Columbia is now doing. From the record, it 
is apparent that they have concluded that any attempt to increase the revenue 
by an increase in premium-tax rates would, in the final analysis, be harmful to 
their local companies and to their own State, for such an increase would put 
their local companies at a competitive disadvantage with companies organized 
and loeated in other States with low premium tax rates. Whereas, maintenance 
of existing premium-tax rates would enable their local companies to operate 
advantageously throughout the United States and would encourage expansion of 
the local companies and- consequent enhancement of the financial position of 
the State in which they are located. Such a policy would, in the long run, mean 
more financial return to the State than a proposed increase in premium taxes 
with its concomitant decrease in business done by companies of their State. 

To the contrary, the proposed increase in the District of Columbia premium 
tax will, if enacted, place a heavy financial burden upon domestic companies and 
seriously damage their competitive position by increasing their costs above those 
of coywpeting companies in almost every State in which they operate. 


8. INCREASED PREMIUM TAX CONTRARY TO THE PUBLIC INTEREST 


Life insurance provides a way for men and women wage-earners to invest their 
savings so that each can obtain assurance of an income for dependents if the 
wage-earner should die, and also assurance of an income in old age to the wage- 
earner if he or she lives to retirement age. 

Every time life insurance provides an income to a window or an orphan—every 
time life insurance provides a retirement income to a worker in old age—there 
is one less person to be supported by public welfare agencies, one less person to 
be supported out of public taxation. In this way the institution of life insurance 
reduces the burden on public welfare agencies and thereby reduces the need for 
additional taxes. 

An increase in the tax on the premium deposits that pay for life insurance will 
increase the premium cost of life insurance policies which are issued in the future. 
Such an increase will thereby burden, and to some ‘extent .distourage, the very 
people who, through thrift and savings, are trying to avoid, for themselves and 
their dependents, becoming dependent upon the support of public welfare agencies 
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and public taxes. Thus, an increase in premium taxes is contrary to the public 
interest. 


9. PREMIUMS ON OUTSTANDING LIFE POLICIES CANNOT BE INCREASED TO COVER TAX 
INCREASE 


The life insurance business is unique in that it engages in contracts of far longer 
duration than the transactions of banks or any other business enterprise. 

A life insurance policy is usually issued for the duration of life—and it fre- 
quently remains outstanding as a contract binding upon the life insurance com- 
pany for 50 years and longer. The premium to be paid each year by the insured 
is determined when the policy is issued. Thereafter, in the ensuing 50 years or 
more that the policy may continue in force, the life insurance company cannot 
increase that premium regardless of what change in circumstances may develop. 

When computing the premium rate to be charged for a new policy the actuary 
takes into account the mortality tables and all other facts that a skilled and 
reasonable, prudent man could foresee. However, the actuary cannot estimate 
or provide for future increases in the tax on premiums. He can only take into 
consideration what he knows to be the law at the time the premium rates are 
fixed. 

Consequently, any increase in the premium tax rate would impose upon many 
millions of dollars of outstanding life insurance a tax burden that was not pro- 
vided for when the premiums on that outstanding life insurance were fixed. 
And the life insurance companies cannot increase the premums on that outstand- 
ing life insurance to cover the tax increase. This has been one of the reasons 
that States and their taxing authorities have been, and properly so, reluctant to 
increase taxes on premiums. 


10. PROPOSED TAX A DISCRIMINATORY BURDEN ON DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA INSURANCE 
COMPANIES 


No other industry or taxpayer of the District of Columbia is being asked to 
support the public works program by a taxing method which requres him to pay 
4 to 10 times as much additional tax outside the District of Columbia as the tax- 
payer or industry is paying to the District of Columbia. 

For the foregoing reasons we respectfully submit that the proposed increase 
from 2 to 2% percent in the District of Columbia premium tax rate should be 
denied. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Kehoe. 

Mr. Kenor. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Kehoe, you are repre- 
senting the District of Columbia Department of The American Le- 
gion ? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES F. KEHOE, REPRESENTING THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA DEPARTMENT OF THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Kenor. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you desire, in the interest 
of conserving time, that your statement be filed at this point? 

Mr. Krenor. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That permission is granted. 
If you have about two copies of it, Mr. Kehoe—— 

Mr. Kenor. I have about six copies. 

As I understand from the clerk, you have 32 or 33 to be heard. I 
would appreciate that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Kehoe. 

We are very grateful to you, and we are interested in the viewpoints 
of your organization. 

Mr. Kenor. That will be inserted in the record? 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Kenor. Thank you very much. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

(The statement of Mr. Kehoe is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES F. KEHOE, REPRESENTING THE DISTRICT oF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AMERICAN LEGION 


My name is James F. Kehoe. I reside at 3823 Fessenden Street NW, Wash- 
ington, D. C. I am a member of the bar of the District of Columbia and have 
been a resident of the District for 50 years. 

I thank the committee for affording me this opportunity to present the views 
of the District of Columbia Department, The American Legion. 

I am a member of the legislative committee of the District of Columbia De- 
partment of The American Legion. I have been designated to appear here by 
the executive committee of that organization. 

This department of the American Legion is the largest fraternal organization 
in the District of Columbia and I, therefore, speak on behalf of approximately 
16,500 members of the American Legion and 3,300 members of the American 
Legion Auxiliary. Sixty-one posts divide this membership of Legionnaires. | 
personally, am a member of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing Post No. 23. 
At a recent meeting of the legislative committee of said department, the follow- 
ing resolution was passed unanimously, and, subsequently, on January 28, 1954, 
the executive committee of the department unanimously passed said resolution: 

“Whereas the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, in the submission 
of the budget of said District to the Congress of the United States, have advocated 
an expenditure of $305 million, for various public works, over a period of 10 
years; and 

“Whereas said plan is to be financed by: 1. Additional taxes; 2. A loan from 
the Federal Government; 3. An increase in annual payments by the Federal 
Government to the District of Columbia Government from $11 million to $20 
million ; 4. Increased charges to the Federal Government for water and sewerage 
service: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the District of Columbia Department of the American Legion 
opposes any increase in the taxes assessed upon sales of gasoline, cigarettes, 
aleoholie spirits, beer or wine, communications, or automobile registration fees, 
and in lieu thereof, requests that the Congress of the United States enact legisla- 
tion whereby the Federal Government will appropriate 40 percent of the annual 
expenses of the Government of the District of Columbia; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the chairman of the department legislative committee, or his 
representative, is ordered to inform the Congress of the United States of the 
contents of this resolution.” 

At the same meeting of the legislative committee, the following resolution 
was passed by a vote of 16 to 2 with one abstention and on January 28, 1954, 
the executive committee of the Department of the District of Columbia, the 
American Legion passed said resolution : 

“Whereas the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, in the submission 
of the budget of said District to the Congress of the United States, have advocated 
an expenditure of $305 million, for various public works, over a period of 10 
years; and 

“Whereas said plan is to be financed by: 1. Additional taxes; 2. A loan from 
the Federal Government; 3. An increase in annual payments by the Federal 
yovernment to the District of Columbia Government from $11 million to $20 
million ; 4. Increased charges to the Federal Government for water and sewerage 
service: and 

“Whereas it has come to the attention of the American Legion that certain 
groups of citizens, and individuals, are advocating that the so-called Phila- 
delphia plan of income tax be adopted, whereby 1 percent of the income, earned 
in the District of Columb‘a, be withheld from payment by employers and paid 
into the treasury of the District of Columbia, to finance said plan: Now, there- 
fore, be it 
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‘Resolved, That the District of Columbia Department, the American Legion 
opposes any such plan and orders the chairman of its legislative committee, or 
his representative, to inform the Congress of the United States of this opposition 
to any such plan.” 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Hilliard Schulberg, rep- 
resenting the District of Columbia Retail Liquor Dealers Association. 
Mr. Schulberg, how much time do you feel you will require? 


STATEMENT OF HILLIARD SCHULBERG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETAIL LIQUOR DEALERS ASSOCIA- 
TION, INC. 


Mr. Scrrutserc. I won’t take more than 5 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Do you wish at this point in the record to have your complete state- 
ment filed? 

Mr. Scuutsere. Please. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And, if you will, file two 
copies With the reporter. 

Mr. Scuunpere. I have already done that, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right; fine. 

(Statement of Mr. Schulberg is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HILLIARD SCHULBERG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE WASHINGTON 
D. C., RerTar Liquor DEALERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee; my name is Hilliard Schul- 
berg. I am the executive director of the Washington, D. C., Retail Liquor 
Dealers Association, Inc., whose offices are located in the Woodward Building 
here in the District of Columbia. The association represents those retailers 
who are engaged in selling alcoholic beverages by the bottle for off-premises 
consumption. We are most appreciative of the opportunity afforded us to ap 
pear here today to make known our views concerning the legislation presently 
under consideration by this joint subcommittee. 

At the outset, we should like to clarify our position with regard to said legis- 
lation. We are not opposed in principle to the public works program; we are 
opposed to the methods recommended by the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to raise part of the funds allegedly necessary to support said program. 
More specifically, we are opposed to those recommendations contained in title 
IX of H. R. 7389 which would increase the District excise taxes on alcoholic 
beverages, 3314 percent on spirits and 200 percent on malt beverages. We feel 
strongly that, if the Congress sees fit to authorize the public works program, the 
major burden should not be borne by one segment of the economy of the city, 
but equally by all of the citizens of the District and those others employed here 
but who live elsewhere. After all, the program contemplates public works for 
all of the public, not just a part thereof. And, we hasten to add, if these addi- 
tional sums requested by the Commissioners are found to be necessary, we have 
no objection to paying our just share as citizens of the District, along with all of 
the rest of our citizens. But we do not feel it is fair and equitable to have this 
industry discriminated against and required to raise a disproportionate share 
of any revenue increase that might be necessary. 

We believe that the proposed increases suggested by the Commissioners, 33144 
percent per gallon on spirits and 200 percent per barrel on malt beverages, 
instead of raising the additional revenues sought, would have the tendency to 
reduce the present income which the District enjoys from these sources. Ex- 
perience has shown that increases in liquor gallonage taxes, even on a modest. 
scale, are at best accompanied by only very minor increases in revenue. In 
fact, the usual consequence is a sharp loss in gallonage sales, and a resulting 
invitation to the bootlegger and moonshiner. 


42387—54——37 
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The most recent such tax increase as is sought here occurred in Rhode Islanq 
which raised its gallonage tax from $1 to $1.50, effective May 1951. In the first 
full year of the new levy, gallonage sales in Rhode Island declined 49 percent, 
as against a 15.3 percent decline in sales over the same period for all private 
license States. And, despite the 50 percent increase in the tax rate, total excise 
revenues collected by the State from spirits declined by 23.5 percent. 

In the second full year of the $1.50 levy, gallonage sales for the State were off 
by 32.9 percent from those in the last full lear of the $1 levy. Private license 
States generally incurred a loss in gallonage sales over the same period of only 
10.4 percent. And Rhode Island revenues from spirits taxes were up only 06 
percent over those in the last full year of the old $1 tax. 


Rhode Island liquor gallonage and revenue trends 


Last full year! 1st full year Percent 2d full year 
of $1 tax, | of $1.50 tax, : 50 tax, 
Mey 1956 May 195. coonee Mes 1052. 
April 1951 April 1952 aT April 1953 


Excise revenues $1, 360, 240 $1, 039, 912 —23.5 $1, 368, 713 

Gallonage | 
Rhode Island 1, 360, 240 693, 275 —49.0 912, 475 
Private license States 151, 512, 767 128, 339, 607 15.3 135, 676, 793 


Source: Prepared by Licensed Beverage Industries, Inc., from data of the several States and the | 
tilled Spirits Institute. 


Hence, if experience means anything, and most of us are guided by the prece 
dents of the past, it would appear to be indicated clearly that the proposed 
increases would defeat the intent of the Commissioners, and would produce, not 
additional revenue, but probably less than under the current rates. 

Perhaps, too, we can be guided by the decline in revenue from the sale here 
of cigarettes. In 1953, over 9 million less packs were sold in the District, a drop 
of 7.1 percent over 1952, with a resulting loss of revenue of nearly $100,000 
According to a survey by Business Week magazine, this is 314 times greater than 
the national rate of decline. The decline is partially explained by our local 
tax people by the fact that the neighboring States of Maryland and Virginia haye 
no cigarette taxes. 

This explanation in turn leads us to point out that the Maryland tax on beer 
is only 98 cents per barrel, lower than the current District tax by 7 cents; that 
the Virginia prices on spirits are presently about the same as those prevailing 
in the District. It is not logical, then, to assume that an increase in the local 
excise taxes which must cause a rise in the ultimate price of spirits will result 
in further declines here in sales of spirits; that a beer tax increase, which would 
make the District tax $83 a barrel, will have a similar effect upon the amount of 
beer sold here, and that in both instances, there must be substantial loss of 
revenue? 

The year 1953 was not a good one for the city of Washington. Dependent as 
the economy of the city is on Government payrolls, the huge cut in jobs, plus the 
fears engendered in those not let out, had its effect. According to the Washing 
ton Post of January 3, 1954, 1953 showed a 5.65 percent drop in Government posi- 
tions here and Government payrolls dropped 5 percent, or a total of $62 million, 
over 1952. Total area jobs declined approximately 4.88 percent. Retail sales of 
all kinds were off 6 percent. According to the reports from beverage retailers, 
package store sales were off from 10 to 12 percent. 
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The District of Columbia business picture for 1958—Latest available figures 


Percent 


ao Tot 
Period Total change 


ernment jobs ! 12 months 261, 900 5. 65 
Government payrolls ! lo___. $1, 000, 000 | 499 
District of Columbia retail sales ? do , 338, 000, 000 | —6. 00 
srea retail sales * do $465, 000, 000 3.00 
Total area jobs--. Oct. 31 605, 300 4.88 
Bank assets Sept. 30 , 312, 170, 000 1. 36 
Bank deposits do 1, 206, 537, 000 "i 
Bank clearings -- 12 months $5, , 665, 582 +-4. 67 
Bank loans Sept. 30 000 t 47 
Bank net earnings 6 months , 378, 000 14 
Postal receipts 11 months $22, 784, 772 14 93 

r sales (kilowatt-hours) do 2, 5¢ 192 90 
nsit passengers do 2 399 -9. 80 


Go 


ra 


is sales (therms) do 28, 730 L276 
lephones Nov. 30 532. 801 55 
Department store sales... 11 months ~6 00 
Area department stores do 00 
rocery sales 10 months +1. 00 


( 
Re 
k 


sstaurant sales do 5.00 
imiture sales do... 00 
\ppliance-'T'V sales do —3.00 
New car sales 11 months 23, +12. 66 
Building and loan assets Nov. 30 5 5 ? +15. 32 
Building and loan home loans do $55 a1 | £16. 00 
Building and loan share savings do 20. 620 15.15 
Life insurance sales 11 months $120, 672 000 +-3. OO 
District of Columbia building permits do $69, 122. 681 +40. 00 


Government jobs are estimated monthly average; payrolls are estimated annual total for Federal and 
District. 
Estimate. 
NOTE All barometers are compared with same 1952 period 


Source: Washington Post. 


Vhat does the year 1954 hold for the District? Both Government and private 
economists are predicting a recession. A recession generally means even less 
employment, less income, and less spending, certainly less spending for luxury 
items such as alcoholic beverages. We think the committee must agree with 
us that in such premises it is again evident that the tax program envisaged by 
the Commissioners is ill-advised. If anything, it would appear that such taxes 
should be reduced. 

We must remind the committee of something else which has caused the 
flight of business from our local area and our local industry, which has and 
will continue to reduce the number of sales and the amount of revenue to be 
derived therefrom. We refer to the action of the States of Virginia and Maryland, 
through legislation, virtually forbidding their citizens, thousands of whom work 
here, Who use the facilities here but who pay no taxes here, from purchasing al- 
coholic beverages in the District, as they did formerly. There is no question but 
that this action has and will continue to affect seriously the economy of our local 
heverage industry, the economy of the District, and the amount of tax revenues 
to be obtained. 

Finally, we would indicate to this honorable committee that the license fees 
paid by the package store retailers of the District is $1,250 per annum, the 
highest of any city in the United States, and that among the States possibly 
only two have license fees that are slightly higher; that no other major city 
in the country, except Baltimore, levies a gallonage excise tax on spirits; that 
no other major city except New Orleans levies a gallonage tax on beer. Nor is 
there another city in the country, again with the exception of New Orleans, 
that levies both an excise tax and a sales tax on alcoholic beverages, and New 
Orleans has only a 1 percent sales tax as contrasted with the 2 percent District 
sales tax. 

secause of all the foregoing, we feel that the proposed increases in the beverage 
excise taxes would result not, as the Commisioners anticipate, in increased 
revenues, but rather in a marked decrease in overall revenue collections. Not 
enly will the excise tax and sales tax revenues be affected, but also the amount 
of the income tax and personal property tax paid by those engaged in the ak 
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coholic beverage field. We respectfully urge this honorable committee, therefore 
to permit the taxes upon alcoholic beverages to remain in status quo and that 
not follow the suggestions of the Commissioners pertaining thereto, as they are 
contained in the legislation now before the committee. 

Mr. Scuuvsere. If I may, I will just highlight some points in my 
statement. 

First of all, the association which I represent, the Washington, 
D. C., Retail Liquor Dealers Association, would like to clarify our posi 
tion with regard to the legislation presently before this committee, 

We are not opposed in principle to the public works program. We 
are, however, opposed to the methods recommended by the Commis- 
sioners to raise part of the funds allegedly necessary to support the 

‘program. 

Specifically, we are opposed to the recommendations contained in 
title LX of H. R. 7389, which proposals would increase the District 
exeise taxes on alcohelie beverages 3314 percent on spirits and 200 
percent on malt beverages. 

We feel strongly that if the Congress sees fit to authorize the public 
works program the major burden should not be borne by one segment 
of the economy of the city, but equally by all of the citizens of the 
District and those others employed here, but who live elsewhere. 

After all, the program contemplates public works for all of the 
public, not just a part thereof; and we hasten to add if these additional 
sums requested by the Commissioners are found to be necessary we 
have no objection to paying our just share as citizens of the District, 
along with all of the rest of our citizens, but we do not feel it is fair 
and equitable to have this industry discriminated ¢ against, and eee! 
to raise a disproportionate share of any revenue increase that migh 
be necessary. 

We believe that the proposed increases contained in title IX, in- 
stead of raising the additional revenue sought, would have a tendenc) 
to reduce the “present income which the District enjoys from these 
sources. 

Experience has shown that increases in liquor gallonage taxes, even 
on a modest scale, are at best accompanied by only very minor in- 
creases in revenue. In fact, the usual consequence is a sharp loss 
in gallonage sales, and a resulting invitation to the bootlegger and 
moonshiner. 

Now, I would like to call to the committee’s attention the most 
recent example of a tax increase, such as is sought here, which o 
curred in the State of Rhode Island, and in Rhode Island they raised 
their gallonage tax from $1 to $1.50, effective May 1951. 

In the first full year of the new levy, gallonage sales in Rhode Island 
‘declined 49 percent as against a 15.3 percent decline in sales over the 
same period for all pr ivate licensed States. 

Despite the 50 percent increase in the tax rate, total exci 
‘revenues collected by the State from spirits declined by 23.5 percent 

In the second full year of the new $1.50 levy gallonage sales for the 

State were off by 32.9 percent from those in ‘the last full year of the 
‘dollar levy. 
' Private license States generally incurred a loss in gallonage sales 
over the same period of only 104 percent ; and Rhode Island revenues 
from spirits taxes were up only 0.6 percent over those in the last ful! 
year of the old $1 tax. 
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In 1952—and now I am going into the cigarette situation—over 
9,000 less packages of ¢ igarettes were sold in the District. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Nine million, you mean. 

Mr. Scuvuusere. I mean 9 million. 

That was a drop of 7.1 percent over ’52, and it resulted in a loss of 
revenue to the District of nearly $100,000. 

According to a survey by Business Week magazine this was 3.5 
times greater than the national rate of decline. 

The decline was partially explained, according to the newspaper 
reports, by your local tax people, by the fact that the neighboring 
States of Maryland and Virginia have no cigarette taxes. 

This explanation, in turn, leads us to point out that the Maryland 
tax on beer is only 93 cents per barrel, lower than the current District 
tax by 7 cents; that the Virginia prices on spirits are presently about 
the same and, in many cases, lower than those prevailing in the 
District. 

Is it not logical, then, to assume that an increase in the local excise 
taxes which must cause a rise in the ultimate price of spirits, will re- 
sult in further declines here in sales of spirits; that a beer-tax increase, 
which would make the District tax $3 a barrel, will have a similar effect 
on the amount of beer sold here, and that in both instances there must 
be a substantial loss of revenue? 

The year 1953 was not a good one for the city of Washington. 
As we ome the economy of the city is very much dependent on Gov- 
ernment payrolls, both Federal and District. 

We do know that there was a huge cut in jobs here; that others who 
were not laid off were engendered by a feeling of fear and just held on 
to their dollars and there was very little spending. 

Now, the Washington Post of January 3, 1954, showed that in 1953 
there was a 5.65 drop in Government positions here, and that Govern- 
ment payrolls declined about 5 percent, or a total of $62 million over 
1952. 

Now, I must point out that this sum of $62 million does not include 
the amount of spendable income which was lost when private employ- 
ment declined, because total area jobs declined approximately 4.88 
percent, that is, in private industry, and retail sales of all kinds were 
off 6 percent for 1953 in the District. and, according to the reports we 
have from our members in our association, package-store sales were 
off from 10 to 12 percent. 

Economists, both private and public, are not predicting the best of 
everything for 1954. Some have called it a recession; others a re- 
adjustment, but a recession generally does mean less employment, less 
income and less spending—certainly less spending for luxury items, 
such as aleoholic beverages. 

We think that this committee must agree with us that, in such 
premises, it is again evident that the tax program envisaged by the 
Commissioners is ill-advised at this time; and we must sian remind; 
this committee of something else which has caused the flight of business 
from our local area and from our local industry, which has and will 
continue to reduce the number of sales and the amount of revenue to 
be derived therefrom. We refer to the action of the States of Vir- 
ginia and Maryland, which, through legislation, have virtually for- 
hidden their citizens, thousands of whom work here, who use the facili- 
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ties here, but who pay no taxes here, from purchasing alcoholic bever 
ages in the District as they did formerly. 

Representative Smira of Virginia. How could they do that? What 
kind of legislation would stop a fellow from buying liquor here? 

Mr. Scuvurserc. Judge Smith, the attempt to limit the amount. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. They are still doing it! 

Mr. Scuu.perG. Well, the legislation is on the books. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. What is the legislation? What 
is the nature of it? 

Mr. Scuu.perc. For example, in Virginia—I don’t know the gal- 
lonage that is permitted to be brought into the State but, for example, 
the law in Maryland says a citizen of Maryland can bring in no more 
than 2 quarts in 1 month, and only 1 quart at a time. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia, I see what you mean. 

Mr. Scnutserc. On the other hand, we in the District, I might point 
out, don’t have that kind of law. A citizen from another jurisdiction 

can-bring in a gallon a day. In other words, he could bring in 31 
galions a month into the Distriet without paying any District taxes 
at all. 

Representative O°Hara of Minnesota. It is my understanding 
Maryland also put on an agent, or an officer, who made inspections 
and made arrests. 

Mr. Scnutserc. That’s right. They had a border patrol. 

As a matter of fact, so does the State of Virginia have a border 
patrol. 

It is something like the European states, I might suggest. 

There is no question but that this action has and will continue to 
affect seriously the economy of our local beverage industry, the econ 
omy of the District and the amount of tax revenues to be obtained. 

Finally, we would indicate to this honorable committee that the 
license fees paid by the package-store retailers of the District is $1,250 
per annum, the highest of any city in the United States, and that 
among the States, possibly only 2 have license fees that are slightly 
higher; that no other major city in the country, except Baltimore, 
levies a gallonage excise tax on spirits; that no other major city, 
except New Orleans, levies a gallonage tax on beer, nor is there 
another city in the country, again with the exception of New Orleans, 
that levies both an excise tax and a sales tax on alcoholic beverages, 
and New Orleans has only a 1 percent sales tax as contrasted to the 
2 percent District sales tax. 

Because of all of the foregoing, we feel that the proposed increases 
in the beverage excise taxes would result, not as the Commissioners 
anticipate, in increased revenues, but, rather, in a marked decrease 
in overall revenue collections. 

Not only would the excise tax and sales tax revenues be affected, 
but also the amount of the income tax and personal property tax paid 
by those engaged in the alcoholic beverage field. 

We respectfully urge this honorable committee, therefore, to permit 
the taxes upon alcoholic beverages to remain in status quo and that 
it not follow the suggestions of the Commissioners pertaining thereto, 
as they are contained in the legislation now before this committee. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Schulberg. 

Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 
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Representative Smirn of Virginia No questions. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Senator Case. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Chairman, most of these witnesses are talking 
for the program, but at the same time saying, “Our tax shouldn’t be 
increased.” 

Have any of them suggested how we would accomplish the program 
without increasing somebody’s taxes ¢ 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I haven't heard them, that 
[ recall, except by more Federal contributions. 

Mr. Sounuuperc. Well, Senator, if 1 may—and now I should like 
to speak as an individual and not as the representative of my group, 
because I haven’t consulted with the group about this: I realize it 1s 
the old story. We are all sitting down to dinner, but nobody wants 
to pick up the cheek. 

If there is to be a public works program, of course, the Federal 
(yovernment should do its share, and I suppose certain taxes—certain 
additional revenue—should be raised here in the District. 

Now, reading the newspaper accounts of the hearings, and taking 
into consideration the tax rates that prevail here, as compared to, say, 
Montgomery County, and the other surrounding areas, we find that 
our tax rate is apparently higher. 

I think, as an individual, I would suggest to the committee a tax 
on transient hotel rooms here, similar to that in the city of New York. 
The city of New York levies a 5 percent tax on transient rooms. If 
it were to occur here, it would be an easy tax to administer and 
collect. It would not tax the citizens of the District of Columbia, 
but it would tax those people who come here, who get fire protection, 
police protection, the use of our streets, the use of our health inspectors 
to see that their food is clean and edible. They are receiving services 
for which they pay nothing. That tax could raise approximately $2 
million a year. 

I know that Dr. Striner yesterday suggested a tax on people who 
work here, who derive their income here, who don’t live here and pay 
no taxes here. 

Perhaps that is one form of a solution for the problem. 

Now, perhaps the third thing I have in mind will not be very popu- 
lar, but suggestion is made to the committee that perhaps the 
assessments of real estate ought to be reexamined in the District of 
Columbia—not necessarily the tax rate, but the assessments. 

I understand it has been many years since the assessments were 
looked at, and perhaps a more realistic approach to the assessed valu- 
ation of property would perhaps knock out all these objections of my 
conferees who testified before me and perhaps some of those who will 
testify after me. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Chairman, I think those are constructive sug- 
gestions, and I appreciate them. 

We do have a practical problem. Everybody says, “We need some 
public works here.” We have got to find some money to do it. 

Mr. Scuursere. That’s right, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And I think any suggestion is worthy of considera- 
tion. It should be explored, at least. 

Mr. Scuurnerc. I want you to know, Senator, that, after all, our 
people, too, are property owners and if, for example, there were a 
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readjustment of assessments we would have to pay our share; but we 
would be paying it along with all the citizens. 

As I contemplate a public works—and I think most people wil 
agree with me—if it means public works, it is for all of the public 
and not just part of it, and all the public should pay for public works. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. I wonder if that statement, that 
there hasn’t been any review of assessments for a long time, is strict) 
accurate ¢ 

Can you tell me? 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Do you carry on a continual 
revision of the assessments of real estate in this city or not ? 

Mr. Seencer. We are working on that all the time, Judge Smith, 
and Mr. Martin had a couple of new assistant assessors this year, and 
we hope to get some more next year. It is a thing that takes some 
time, 

There are areas in the city where values have been changing over 
recent years. We come to those areas as quickly as our staff permits. 

In some part of the city, on the basis of present values, the assess- 
ments are somewhat lower than in others. We are working on that. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. That is what I wanted to know. 
The inference from your statement, Mr. Schulberg, is that nothing 
was being done on that. 

Mr. Scuu.sere. I certainly would not question Commissioner 
Spencer. It is my understanding that the assessments perhaps could 
stand some more of a boost. 

Representative Smitu of Virginia. It seems to me if it needs doing, 
it ought not to be done piecemeal and put up one fellow’s tax this year, 
and put up another fellow’s tax next year. 

Mr. Spencer. We have got only so many people, and these values 
are changing all of the time in different parts of the city, and you have 
to have a program that is constantly going along. 

Representative Harris. Is it not true that the revenue for the rea] 
estate has been constant over the years, with the exception of the year 
when we increased the real estate tax, which I think was in about 1950 / 

Mr. Spencer. I think they have been fairly constant. I think 
they have been going up a small amount each year for the last 3 or 4 
years, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think we ought to work 
with Mr. Martin. It is my understanding he has only five deputies. 

The Cuamman. Recently the chairman of the Senate committee in- 
troduced a bill at the request of the Commissioners to make it possible 
to employ assessors who did not reside in the District of Columbia. 
The bill was introduced at the request of the Commissioners on the 
plea that it was impossible to get all assessors they could, because they 
were not residents of the District. 

Mr. Spencer. I think at the present time Mr. Martin has no more 
assistant assessor vacancies. I believe 2 were filled recently, but he 
told us he was having trouble getting qualified people residing in the 
District, and we have actually requested a substantial increase in the 
1955 budget so that we could use residents of Maryland and Virginia 
as well as the District. 

I think perhaps Mr. Martin can answer some of these questions bet- 
ter than I can. 
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Mr. Scuurter Lowe. On that particular matter, the problem 
has been that they have been very difficult to recruit. 

When you fill these positions more rapidly—it has taken us a num- 
ber of months to fill the two new positions just authorized in the cur- 
rent year’s budget. What we are working toward is getting on a 
reasonable cycle basis of reassessing of the property in the District. 
For a good many years all we have been able to do is to keep abreast 
of new construction and improvements, with occasional spot reassess- 
ments of small localities. 

We have done quite a bit of work in old Georgetown, and we have 
done some work in the neighborhood of Capitol Hill. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 
tions ¢ 

Representative Harris. Do I understand you to say your position 
is here first that you feel that your industry and the cigarette is 
carrying its fair share of the tax load already ? 

Mr. Scuunpere. I would qualify that by saying that I feel my 
industry is. I have no right to speak for the cig garette industry. I 
am not speaking for them. 

Representative Harris. You mention the cigarette problem. 

Mr. Scuu.pere. Yes; to show the decline in the revenue problem 
because of the unfav orable tax situation. 

Representative Harris. That was the second thought I was going to 
make with reference to your statement, that a further increase in taxes 
on your industry and the cigarette industry would actually bring a 
decline instead of an increase in the revenue. 

Mr. Scnursere. That is correct; that is my feeling. 


The CHarrMan. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Albrook just handed me the 
hearings before the Appropriations Committee in the House of Rep- 
resentatives on the fiscal year 1954 bill, and calls to my attention the 
wstinenrs of Mr. Martin on this particular subject. 


I think just a couple of paragraphs should be in the record at this 
point. Mr. Martin said: 


In my opinion, the number of assistant assessors way back in 1928 was totally 
inadequate, and certainly it is my very definite opinion, and I am sure the 
Commissioners and the Citizens Advisory Council are both convinced of the 
same thing, that the Board of Assistant Assessors is totally understaffed. We 
have roughly 164,000 pieces of real estate in the District of Columbia, and 
whether taxable or exempt, we have to place assessments on all properties. With 
these annual improvements of over $30 million—and incidentally, in the last 2 
years, those annual improvements have exceeded $50 million—practically the 
entire time of the assessing staff has been devoted to the assessment of new 
buildings only, and we have done very little in the way of reassessing or re- 
examining the assessments of the older properties. 

Mr. Hunter. How many assessors do you have now? 

Mr. Martin. Five, with 160,000 pieces of property. 

Mr. Hunter. Five GS-12? 

Mr. Martin. One GS—13 and four GS—12’s. 

Mr. Hunter. How many were there in 1928? 

Mr. MARTIN. Three. 

Mr. Hunter. I would say that you are very much understaffed. 

Mr. MartTIN. I can tell you that in the city of Milwaukee where they have a 
smaller population and only 120,000 pieces of property, as compared to our 160,000 
pieces, they have a staff of 41, including both assessors and assessment tech- 
nicians, so we have 9 here at the present time, compared to Milwaukee's 41. 

There is only one conclusion to be reached, and that is that no assessor, or no 
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one in the world, in my opinion, can begin to do an adequate assessing job of 
real estate in the District of Columbia with the present staff of 5 assessors an 
4 assessment technicians. 

Mr. Scuvutserc. T _ ‘re is just one other thought I would like to leave 
with the committee. I don’t know if it has any place in the legislation 
you are contemplating. But one other way that the District might 
derive some funds, and I know the District is scrounging, but we have 
a lot of bank accounts here, where you cannot find the people. 

There may be millions of dollars in those accounts. 

In the State of New York, it is my understanding, that after an “X” 
number of years that money goes over to the State. I do not believ: 
there is such a law in the District of Columbia, and it just lays in 
these banks or title companies, or whatever it might be. 

I wonder if that possibly could be investigated. 

Representative O'HARA of Minnesota. I think it could be investi- 
gated. 

Mr. Scuutserc. I don’t believe there is a statute here like that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I don’t believe it will go a 
long way. 

Mr. Scuvteerc. It will be a means of temporarily dipping your 
hand into the till. 

The Cuarmman. It might be a little windfall. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

I notice we have before us Mr. F. Joseph Donohue, former District 
Commissioner, and certainly one who is well known to all of us here. 
Mr. Donohue is representing the Carbonated Beverage Manufacturers 
Association. 


Mr. Donohue. 


STATEMENT OF F. JOSEPH DONOHUE, REPRESENTING THE CAR- 
BONATED BEVERAGE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


{r. Dononvr. Fortunately, not having been asked to testify and 
being a little reluctant to appear as a private citizen, my dilemma was 
solved yesterday when, perhaps as a member of the board of directors 
and counsel for Pepsi-Cola of Washington, I was asked to come and 
say just a few words on behalf of the Carbonated Beverage Manu 
facturers Associations. 

I hope that perhaps at the time when the Board of Commissioners 
firm up their procedure whereby they may take advantage of the legis- 
lative authority granted in the proposed bill to increase the water 

rates not to exceed 33% percent they may, or perhaps we may point to 
the legislative history of this measure and suggest to the Board of 
Commissioners that “in the determination of water rates for con- 
sumption use by the carbonated beverage industry, they may predicate 
those rates either upon a sliding scale or with some realistic relation 
to the cost of the service rendered to this industry. 

T note with gratification that in section (d) of paragraph 207, with 
respect to the assessment for sewer charges of 60 percent there is 2 
recognition made of the fact that in the carbonated industry a creat 
deal of the water used does not go down the sewer pipe, and the Com 
missioners have set up a procedure whereby the 60-percent burden 
may be modified with respect to that. 
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May I now, as a private citizen, say first of all that I appreciate 
the time and the effort which the gentlemen here are giving to this 
matter. While everybody here undoubtedly has testified substanti¢ ally 
that the people of W ‘ashington want this public works program, I ean 
understand why they do, because within a very few weeks of my own 
appointment I had the opportunity to sit down for the first time before 
» subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee of the House, con- 
sidering the 1953 budget for the District of Columbia, and I was 
amazed to hear the gentlemen then responsible for the water supply 
of Washington say that at the current rate of expenditure it would 
be in the year 2007 before the water supply in the city of Washington 
would reach the point that it should have reached in 1950. 

Not anticipating being here in the year 2007, I was quite concerned 
in bringing that date to a point in the more immediate future. 

Shortly ‘after my own appointment I made a personal survey of the 
physical ‘assets of the District of Columbia, and found that where the 
institutions were newly constructed, they were already overcrowded, 
frequently before they were completed, ‘and that with respect to the 
majority of our public institutions they were in such shape they justi- 
tied my saying, wherever I had the opportunity to be heard, that our 
public works were like a house of cards that were threatening to fall 
down upon us. 

Perhaps I might contribute one thought to this meeting. During 
the period of my service on the Board of Commissioners, I had the 
opportunity to te alk to many thousands of people who came from the 
State of Arkansas, the Commonwealth of Virginia, the State of South 
Dakota, the State of Minnesota, the State of California, people who 
came from all over America to attend conventions in their capital city, 
and I never missed the opportunity to tell them something about 
their capital city of which I was not particularly proud, nor were they, 
when they heard the story. 

It is true that when they come here and see our broad avenues and 
our magnificent parkways and a walk where great Americans who 
— made history have heretofore walked, and they see the great 

Capitol of the United States, the Library of Congress and the monu- 
ments to Lincoln and Jefferson, but when you explain to them that 
there is another aspect of Washington, they are shocked. 

Often we have distinguished visitors to our Nation’s Capital, and 
I recall when we were preparing for the visit of the President of 
France. I noted how carefully he had been routed to the District 
Building from the Union Station. If they had deviated a block to 
the right of the route which was selected, he would have seen slums, 
such as they do not have in Paris, which at that time was celebrating 
2,000 years since its founding. 

I have talked to countless constituents of yours and they said they 
are just as much interested in having Washington the capital ¢ ity as 
the finest capital city in the world, as we who live here, and serve only 
as trustees for all Americans of this great capital city. 

I think, therefore, gentlemen of this committee, that any help yea 
can give in making it ‘possible through this public works program for 
W: ashington to be the kind of ¢ ity which all Americans want it to be 
will be well received by your own people back home. 
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Some visiting Americans find it difficult to understand, although | 
think it is obvious that there is another side to it, how the great Gov. 
ernment of the United States can afford to repair the roof of the great 
opera house at Belgrade, which was destroyed by American bombers 
during the war, and yet cannot afford to maintain in a first-class con- 
dition its own Capital City. 

I most respectfully, therefore, say, gentlemen of the committee, that 
to acknowledge the approval of this bill will not only be received with 
almost unanimous acclaim in the city of Washington, but that you 
people, when they come here, will look with pr ide upon what you are 
doing here today. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing here and being heard. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions 

Representative Atuen of California. Yes, I have a question, Mr. 
Chairman. Do you know if there has ever been any study made of 
the nature of the services rendered by the District government which 
have been peculiarly applicable to the local residents in one category, 
to the strictly transient visitors in a second category, and into the 
Federal Government as a third category, and at the same time an 
effort made to produce revenues which might be proportionately 
charged to each of those three categories to pay for the services which 
they get. 

Mr. Dononur. In some areas that has been done, and with par- 
ticularity. In the maintenance of the United States district court, 
which functions for the benefit of the United States and the people 
of Washington, the results of the survey indicated that 60 percent 
of the business is local, and therefore we pay 60 percent. of the cost, 
and 40 percent is Federal business and the United States Government 
pays 40 percent of the cost. 

We have always been perplexed in the thought that so many thov- 
sands of people who work in W ashington and live in the neighboring 
communities of Maryland and Virginia, and who enjoy all the bene 
fits which this great city provides, are nonetheless and not of their 
own action in any position to afford any contribution to this Capital. 

There are five of us in our office. Four of us live in Washington. 
We pay an income tax, the property tax, the sales tax and the other 
taxes. My fifth associate who works in our office and lives in the State 
of Maryland has as much of the benefit of, and use of the facilities 
of the city of Washington as we have, and he actually contributes 
nothing. 

Representative Atten of California. Why should the man who 
lives in Maryland pay for the education of children in Washington 
and in Maryland? 

Mr. Dononvr. You picked a sensitive spot. There is no reason, 
of course, why he should pay for the education of his children in 
Washington, because he is paying for their education in the State 
of Maryland, but he uses all of our facilities. If he wants to take 
his children to a picnic, he comes into our parkways and uses our road- 
ways, going back and forth to school, and has the benefit of our fire 
and police protection whenever he is here 

Nine times out of ten when he partakes of recreation he comes to 
Washington. 
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Representative Aten of California. Is it not true that when the 
yople of Washington get a good Saturday and Sunday they take a 
ride to Maryland ¢ 

Mr. Dononvur. We used to do that 30 years ago, but now the situ- 
ation is a little different. There is no pleasure traveling any more. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. There is a distinction in one- 
armed driving when you get to be 50 years of age, as compared to when 
you were 20. 

’ Mr. Donouve. Well, I had the capability of enjoying it when I was 
YU 
Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 


tions? 


Thank you, Mr. Donohue. 
We will now hear from Mr, Clinton M. Hester, representing the 
United States Brewers Foundation. 


STATEMENT OF CLINTON M. HESTER, REPRESENTING UNITED 
STATES BREWERS FOUNDATION 


Mr. Hester. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of conserving the time 
of the committee, I will ask that permission be given to have my testi- 
mony incorporated in the record, and if you w ill permit me to briefly 
summarize it, I would appreciate that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Hester, we will appre- 
ciate it very much, and your full statement may appear at this point in 
the record, if you will be good enough to supply the reporter with two 
co les. 

Mr Hester. Yes, sir. 

(Statement of Clinton M. Hester is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLINTON M. HESTER, REPRESENTING UNITED STATES BREWERS’ 
FOUNDATION 


My name is Clinton M. Hester. I am an attorney with offices in the Shore- 
ham Building, this city. I appear here today in behalf of the United States 
Brewers Foundation, New York City, for which I have been Washington counsel 
for many years. The foundation is the second oldest trade association in the 
United States. Its members produce in excess of 85 percent of the beer brewed 
in this country. Most of the brewing companies which sell their products in 
the District of Columbia are members of the foundation. 

Brewing is one of the largest industries in the United States. The Federal 
and State governments together collected more than a billion dollars in excise 
taxes from the brewing industry in 1953. The Federal Government in 1953 col- 
lected from the brewing industry in excise taxes alone almost $800 million, or 
more than enough to pay the entire expenses of the Congress for 10 years. This 
revenue for 1 year is not far from 3 times the cost of the proposed 10-year Dis- 
trict public works program. 

Indeed, in the 18 years which have elapsed since the relegalization of beer the 
brewing industry has channeled more than $62 billion into the national economy. 
Almost $14 billion in taxes have been paid by the brewing industry to Federal, 
State, and local governments. The industry also paid out $4% billion in wages 
to production workers alone. More than $7% billion were spent by the brewers 
for materials, fuel, electricity and contract work, and the Nation's farmers re- 
ceived over $2 billion for grains, such as barley, corn, and rice. 

I lived in the District from 1919 until 1952 and since then 1 have lived in 
Arlington, Va. So as a private citizen I have some knowledge that the District 
is much in need of a public works program. 

To raise a portion of the funds needed for the public works program, it has 
been proposed by the District Commissioners that the excise tax on beer be tripled 
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from $1 to $3 per barrel. The effect of such an increase would be to raise the 
total excise tax on a barrel of beer to $13, the total of the $9 Federal excise, the 
proposed $3 District excise, and the District sales tax of about $1 per barre! 
Such an increase, the Commissioners anticipate, will produce for the District 
additional revenue in the amount of about $1,200,000 or one-fifth of the new tax 
revenue they desire. 

From our many years of experience representing the brewing industry, we 
know the depressing effect of beer taxes on beer consumption. With due respec 
to the able and conscientious Commissioners, we submit that if the beer tax is 
tripled the consumption of beer in the District will decline so much that the 
Federal Government will lose far more excise tax revenue than the District wil! 
gain. For this reason alone the proposed increase should not be enacted into law 

However, even if the Congress were favorably disposed toward a District tax 
increase that would result in a loss to the Federal Treasury, there are other i; 
portant reasons for rejecting the proposal to triple or to make any increase in 
the District beer tax. 

Among these is the fact that this proposed tax discriminates against the con 
sumer of beer. The Commissioners selected beer to bear one-fifth of the increased 
tax burden because they consider beer a luxury. But beer is not a luxury. It is 
instead the workingman’s beverage, the tax on which affects most severely those 
in the lower-income brackets. 

Beer is actually a food beverage which is an important part of the working 
man’s daily diet ; and should be so treated in considering tax increase proposals 

As the result of considerable study of the historical relationship between the 
Congress and the District government, we have found abundant historical prece 
dent commencing with the administration of President John Adams for much 
larger appropriations by the Congress to the District than those recommended 
by the Commissioners. We submit that the Congress should make appropriations 
in an amount sufficient to make it unnecessary to impose the additional selective 
taxes recommended by the Commissioners. 

However, if additional revenue must be raised, we respectfully suggest that 
the Congress enact an income-tax law similar to that in effect in the neighboring 
States of Maryland or Virginia, or increase the District sales tax. As a further 
alternative, we suggest that the Congress might consider imposing a modest pay 
roll tax on every person who earns his livelihood in the District. 

We should first like to discuss the question of appropriations by Congress for 
the proposed public works program. 

We have devoted considerable time in the libraries of the District of Columbia, 
the Columbia Historical Society, the Congressional Library and the Supreme 
Court of the United States to learn what Congress has done for the District by 
way of appropriations.’ 

In every administration commencing with that of President John Adams, Con- 
gress has made contributions to assist in paying the operating expense of the 
District and for public works programs; in some instances paying for the entire 
publie works. In 1878, Congress assumed the entire indebtedness of the District 
to that date. 

Congress further provided that thereafter it would pay 50 percent of the an- 
nual operating expenses of the District and of any District public works program 
it approved. This policy continued until about 1920 when the Congress began 
to pay a lower fixed portion of the expenses of the operation of the District and 
its public works program, notwithstanding that Congress had by that time pos- 
sessed itself of about half of the real estate in the District on which it paid no 
taxes. 

Moreover, the Congress in the early days of our Nation during the adminis 
tration of John Adams established a precedent for aiding the construction 0 
public works in the District when it loaned money to the District under an act 
to establish the seat of the Government of the United States in the District of 
Columbia. 

It is encouraging that the President of the United States, in his budget mes 
sage of last week, urged Congress to place Federal payments on a level com- 


1 Among the references consulted in this study were: Wright, Economic Development of 
the District of Columbia ; Bryan, History of the National Capital, vol. p, p. 46%; Tindall, 
Homes of the Local Government, Columbia Historical Society. vol. ITT, pp, 279—802 ; Dodd 
Government of the District of Columbia: Senate Executive Document No. 84, 45th Cong 
2d sess., “Statement of appropriations and expenditures from the National Treasury for 
public and private purposes in the District of Columbia from July 16, 1790, to June 30 
1876.” 
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mensurate with the Federal Government’s position in, and its demands upon, the 
District, and thereupon urged a $20 million contribution to the District. 

However, we believe that Congress should authorize and appropriate funds 
n an amount sufficient to make it unnecessary to impose any additional taxes 
in the District. 

Of the huge revenue which the brewing industry collects throughout the United 
States in excise taxes on beer for the Federal Government, more than $5 million 
if it is paid by those who purchase beer in the District. In view of the obliga- 
tion of the Congress to contribute to the support of the District, would it not be 
equitable and sound if the Congress appropriated to the District at least $1,200,- 
00 of this $5 million in lieu of the proposed increased in the beer tax which the 
Commissioners estimate will yield an additional $1,200,000? 

The result of such an appropriation would mean that the Commissioners would 
receive the additional revenue they anticipate from the proposed increase in the 
peer tax, instead of the $771,000 which we estimate is all the District would re- 

eive from the increased tax. At the same time, the Federal Government would 
not lose the $1,215,000 which we estimate it would lose due to the lower consump- 
tion in the District caused by the increased tax. In other words, the Federal 
Government would lose no beer revenue, and the District would receive the addi- 
tional revenue the Commissioners hope to raise by the increased beer tax. 

There is ample precedent in the States for such a contribution. In some 
States beer revenues are dedicated to old-age pensions, teachers’ salaries, and 
hospital- and school-building programs, among other things. Actually some 
States allocate a portion of their beer-tax revenues to their cities and counties. 

The United States Brewers Foundation has a tax-research division which is 
continually studying the effect on beer consumption of excise taxes and proposed 
increased excise taxes in the several States. This division has considered the 
recommendation of the District Commissioners that the tax be increased from 
$1 to $3 in the District. The tax-research division advises that, if the Congress 
should so increase the tax, District beer consumption would decline from 588,000 
barrels to 453,000 barrels. On the basis of this assumption, the District would 
receive $1,359,000 in beer-excise-tax revenue or an increase of only $771,000 over 
present annual revenues. At the same time the Federal Government would lose 
$1,215,000. 

Beer consumption in the District has been declining since 1951. This is due 
in no small measure to the fact that the price of the 12-ounce bottle of beer in 
the District has now reached the point where it ranges in price from 30 to 50 
cents. Indeed, if any additional tax is imposed on beer in the District, the price 
to the consumer will be increased another 5 cents per bottle in hotels, restaurants, 
and taverns. Beer purchased for consumption in the home will increase 20 
cents a case or 1 cent a bottle. Obviously, this will result in a further and a 
substantial decrease in consumption. To indicate the effect this increase in the 
price of beer will have on sales, one need only reflect on the recent increase in the 
retail price of coffee. Before the increase a housewife could serve a cup of 
coffee for about 2 cents. But now, as a result of the increase in the price of 
coffee, the housewife must pay a fraction of a cent more per cup. It is a matter 
of common knowledge that this slight increase has already resulted in a decline in 
the consumption of coffee. 

Despite the growing population in the District, beer consumption here has been 
declining for the past 2 years. From a high in 1951 of 610,000 barrels, consump- 
tion dropped in 1952 to 588,000 and again last year to 566,000. The new year 
has started off by a decline in beer sales in January of between 15 and 20 percent 
below January 1953. 

With a decline of 22,000 barrels in 1952 (from 610,000 in 1951 to 588,000 in 
1952) and a further decline of 44,000 barrels in 1953 (from 610,000 in 1951 to 
66,000 in 1953) the District loss in consumption for the 2-year period was 66,- 
000 barrels and the revenue loss, $66,000. At the same time, this 66,000-barrel 
decline in consumption in the District cost the Federal Government almost $600,- 
600 in lost revenue at its excise-tax rate of $9 a barrel. 

Massachusetts had a similar situation several years ago when it raised its beer 
tax from $1 to $2 per barrel. Asa result of this $1 tax increase, beer consump- 
tion in Massachusetts decreased and the Federal Government collected $1,328,000 
less in excise taxes than it did in the previous year. It so happened that income 
in Massachusetts during the first year the next tax was in effect was higher than 
it had been in the previous year in which the tax was $1. Bear in mind, please. 
that Massachusetts only doubled its tax, whereas the Commissioners have ree- 
ommended that the tax be tripled. 
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Aside from the fact that the proposed increase would not provide as much rey 
enue as the Commissioners anticipate, tripling the beer tax is discriminatory 
and unfair to the beer consumer. The Commissioners’ proposal contemplates 
that beer alone will bear about one-fifth of the 614 millions to be raised annually 
by new taxation. ( 

Let us assume that the tax program has been adopted exactly as requested 
and that the expected revenue is received. Just how equitable would this pro- 
gram be? How well would it spread the cost along those benefiting from the 
public works? 

The District of Columbia contains some 853,000 people (July 1953 census esti- 
mates) who earn $1,800 million (U. S. Department of Commerce figures). And 
who under the proposed increase, will pay income taxes to the District of less 
than $5 million a year. 

Beer consumers in the District spend an estimated $30 million annually. If 
the tax were increased from $1 to $3 this $30 million would produce about $1.8 
million of revenue, yet $1,800 million in District incomes produce not even 
3 times as much revenue as does the tax on beer. In other words the District 
would receive $1 in revenue for each $17 spent on beer and $1 for each $375 of 
income received, 

Beer is a mass-consumed food item, and taxwise should be treated as a food 
and not as a luxury. It is served by two-thirds of the families in the United 
States and is exceeded in popularity only by milk and coffee. Beer is not a luxury 
but a staple of the moderate income family’s market basket. Beer is actually 
considered a part of their daily diet. This fact is recognized by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics since it includes beer along with other staples to compute 
its Cost of Living Index. Any tax on beer has the same effect on the low- and 
moderate-income family as would a tax on many other foods. 

The proposed $3 excise tax on beer is a selective sales tax—and this tax—like 
all sales taxes—bears most heavily on those who can least afford the tax burden 
The working man who consumes a bottle of beer pays as great a tax on his beer 
as the wealthy man. We need not point out that beer has long been known 
as a working man’s beverage because so many people in the lower- and middle- 
income groups consume and enjoy beer. These are primarily the people who will 
pay the increased tax. 

Although beer is a mass-consumed commodity, continued tax increases have 
gradually forced the price of beer so high that more and more low-income 
families are unable to afford to buy it or have had to reduce their normal 
consumption of this important food beverage. 

Beer, far from being a luxury item, has from the very settling of our country 
been deemed a nourishing food and beverage. Indeed, in American history beer 
enjoys the honor of having come over on the Mayflower. <A journal kept by one 
of the Mayflower’s passengers tells that the landing at Plymouth Rock was made 
because “we could not take time for further search or consideration: our 
victuals being much spent, especially our beer * * *.” 

When the Dutch bought Manhattan Island from the Indians in 1626 and 
began to develop the area in earnest, beer became an increasingly important 
product. The Dutch West India Co. recognized its importance in maintaining 
the morale of employees, just as three centuries later the War Labor Board, in 
1945, ruled that beer was essential to public morale. 

These early Americans of New England and New Amsterdam brought with 
them a culture which treated ber and ale as both beverage and food—a view 
which nutritionists take today. 

The most famous of all brewers in early American history was Samuel Adams, 
“Father of the Revolution.” One of America’s foremost defenders of the 
“natural” rights of man; this patriot, who managed the Boston Tea Party 
and was a signer of the Declaration of Independence, inherited the brewery 
from his Puritan father. 

Not only were these brewers among our earliest patriots, but many of our 
most illustrious early Americans favored beer asa beverage. George Washington 
liked it well enough to have his own recipe, still preserved in his handwriting 
at the New York Public Library. Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and Pat- 
rick Henry were others, Jefferson, who said of it, “I wish to see this beverage 
become common,” went so far as to send to Bohemia for brewers who could 
teach the niceties of their art to Americans. 

Madison and Alexander Hamilton thought that moderation could be encour- 
aged among the people by keeping taxes low on beer so as to keep its price down. 
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In 1789 the Massachusetts Legislature went further. It exempted brewers from 
taxation for 5 years. During the same year, Madison, as a Member of Congress, 
urged a duty of 8 cents a gallon on foreign beer. He regarded beer as a tem- 
perate drink and felt that the duty would encourage brewing in every State of 
the Union. And, before Madison died, beer was being brewed in every one of the 
original States and was proving itself a valuable factor in the Nation’s economy. 

William Penn, who brought the Quaker faith to America, had his own private 
brewery at his country manor. 

All of us recall that President Franklin D. Roosevelt thought so much of the 
value of beer to public morale, that even before the repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment, he recommended and urged the Congress to enact legislation, to per- 
mit the manufacture and sale of beer, which the Congress did in April 1933. 

Since the committee may decide not to recommend legislation authorizing ap- 
propriations sufficient to make new taxes unnecessary, we should like te make 
some suggestions for your consideration to raise the additional revenue the 
Commissioners request. 

In the year ending June 30, 1952, the District raised by an income tax imposed 
upon individuals little more than $3 million. The Commissioner’s current pro 
posal would yield less than 5 millions in revenue from the personal income tax. 
Relatively few people in the District are being called upon today to pay any 
income tax. This is because 3 out of 4 families in the District have incomes of less 
than $5,000 annually (1950 census report, general characteristics of the District 
of Columbia, report p. 39) and a couple is allowed an income of $4,500 before being 
required to pay any income taxes to the District. This is in striking contrast to 
the much lower exemptions for income taxes in the neighboring States of Virginin 
and Maryland and especially the Federal Government which requires a couple 
to pay income taxes starting at 20 percent on any income in excess of $1,200 
annually. 

Maryland, with about three times the population of the District, raised last 
year in income taxes $40 million, while the District raised less than 4 millions 
If Maryland can raise 40 millions, surely the District could raise from 12 to 15 
millions from a realistic income tax, 

In fact Commissioner Spencer himself in a television report on WMAL-TY., 
November 4, 1953, stated that the current exemptions were high in the District 
As previously mentioned, a man and wife in the District pay no income taxes on 
$4,500 a year and a single person pays none on $4,000. Yet in both Virginia and 
Maryland the exemption for a married couple is only $2,000 and for a single per- 
son, $1,000. 

The District competes in many ways with the surrounding areas—but it connot 
be argued that raising the income tax to make it the same as is now paid by a 
resident of Arlington, Montgomery, or Prince Georges County would cause 
people who live in the District to leave it. 

The committee might give some consideration to a modest payroll tax, similar 
to that used in Philadelphia, and adopted within the past few days by the city of 
Pittsburgh. This tax could be imposed on all who earn their livelihood in the 
District. The Department of Commerce estimates that $1,800 million is earned 
annually by District residents and about $700 million by people who work in the 
District and who live elsewhere. Based on this estimate, a 1-percent payroll tax 
would yield $25 million annually. 

Consideration might also be given to raising the sales tax from its present 2 
percent to 3 percent. The District sales tax yields about $15 million annually. 
This tax is not as fair as the income tax because it tends to be regressive—that 
is, it affects more the man with the lower income. It does have the virtue of 
being a tax which is collected at retail and not pyramided—therefore a 3 cents 
per dollar tax would not be marked up to 4 or 5 cents. The sales tax has a broad 
base and everyone pays some amount, even if slight, toward the cost of operating 
the Government. The man who makes many purchases naturally pays more, 
which is only fair. This rate is not unduly high since Connecticut and Mich 
igan, to mention just two, have such a rate of sales tax. New York City also has 
a 3 percent sales tax. In Los Angeles, one pays a 3% percent sales tax; a 3 per- 
cent State sales tax, and a one-half percent city sales tax. 

In conclusion may we respectfully suggest that it is unfair to single out beer, a 
food beverage largely consumed by the low-income groups, and require it to bear 
one-fifth of the total revenue recommended by the District Commissioners to as- 
sist the District in paying its operating expenses and to finance its proposed pub- 
lic works program. 


42387—54——_38 
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We respectfully submit that the Congress should appropriate sufficient funds 
to make it unecessary to impose the selective taxes recommended by the Com 
missioners. At the very least, the'Congress should allocate to the District, in 
addition to the requested $20 million, $1,200,000 of the $5 million or more now co! 
lected by the Federal Government from beer sold in the District. 

In lieu of these, we respectfully suggest that the Congress give consideration to 
lowering income-tax exemptions in the District to the level of those now in effect 


in Maryland and Virginia; or increasing the sales tax from 2 to 3 percent; o1 
imposing a modest payroll tax on all who earn their livelihood in the District of 
Columbia. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Hester. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the pro 
posed increase of the District Commissioners in this bill from $1 to $3 
us an excise tax on beer would, if enacted, result in an annual revenue 
loss of at least $1,250,000 to the Federal Government. It would 1 
sult in an increase of $771,000 only in District revenues aber 
$1,200,000, as predic ‘ted by the Commissioners. 

The District Commissioners’ proposal to triple the excise tax on beer 
would raise the total tax on a barrel of beer in the District to $15, this 
being the total of the $9 Federal excise tax, and the preeeret 3 Dis- 
trict excise tax, and the District sales tax of about $1 a barrel 

If the proposed increase should be enacted the present price of 30 to 
50 cents per bottle of beer would be further increased by 5 cents pet 
bottle. 

The proposed increase in the beer tax in the District would produce 

i further decrease in consumption which has been substantially de- 
c creasing since 1951. 

Preliminary estimates indicate that consumption in 1953 decreased 
3.7 percent from 1952, and that sales this first month of 1954 are off 
between 15 and 20 percent from January of 1953. 

The decreased consumption in the District during 1953 and 1952 
resulted in a loss to the Federal Government of $600,000 in revenue. 

The District Commissioners selected beer to bear one-fifth of the 
increased tax burden because they classify it asa luxury. Beer is not a 
luxury. It is served in two-thirds of the homes of the United States, 
and is a part of the daily diet of the workingman. It is exceeded in 
popularity as a food beverage only by milk and coffee, 

The Department of Labor includes beer along with other staples 
in computing its cost of living index 

As the result of considerable study of the historical relationship 
between the Congress and the District government we have found 

«bundant historical precedent commencing with the administration of 
President John Adams for much larger appropriations by the Con- 
gress to the District than those recommended by the Commissioners. 

We submit that the Congress should make appropriations in an 
amount sufficient to make it unnecessary to impose the additional selec 
tive taxes recommended by the Commissioners. 

Of the huge revenue which the Federal Government collected 
throughout the United States an excise tax on beer for the Federal 
Government which, incidentally, totals about $800 million annually, 
more than $5 million of it is paid by those who purchase beer in the 
District of Columbia, 

In view of the obligation of Congress to contribute to the support 
of the District, would it not be equitable and sound if the C ongress ap- 
propriated to the District at least $1,200,000 of this $5 million in lieu 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 989 


of the proposed increase in the beer tax which the Commissioners esti 
ate will yield an additional $1.2 million? 

The result of such an appropriation would mean that the Com- 
missioners would receive the additional revenue they anticipate from 

he proposed increase in the beer tax, instead of the $771,000 which 
we estimate is all the District would receive from the increased tax. 

At the same time the Federal Government would not lose the 
$1,215,000 which we estimate it would lose, due to the lower consump- 
tion in the District caused by the increased tax. In other words, the 
Federal Government would lose no beer revenue, and the District 
would receive the additional revenue the Commissioners hope to raise 
iy the increased beer tax. 

Many States share with their cities and counties the beer-tax 
revenues. 

Since the committee may decide not to recommend legislation 
withorizing appropriations sufficient to make new taxes unnecessary, 
we should like to make some suggestions for your consideration to 
raise the additional revenue the Commissioners request. 

The District of Columbia contains some 853,000 people who earned 
$1.3 billion and who, under the proposed increase, will pay income 
taxes to the District of less than $5 million a year. 

Beer consumers in the District spent an estimated $30 million 
annually. If the tax were increased from $1 to $3 this $30 million 
would produce about $1.8 million of revenue, with $1.8 million in 
District income, which produces not even 3 times as much revenue as 
does the tax on beer. In other words the District woul | receive $1 
revenue for each $17 spent on beer, and $1 for each $375 of income 
received, 

In the year ending June 30, 1952, the District raised by an income 
tax imposed upon individuals a little more than $3 million. The 
Commissioners’ current proposal would yield less than $5 million in 
revenue from the personal income tax. Relatively few people in the 
District are being called upon today to pay any income tax. This is 
because 3 out of 4 families in the District have incomes of less than 
5,000 annually, and a couple is allowed an income of $4,500 before 
being required to pay any income taxes to the District. 

This is in striking contrast to the much lower exemptions for in- 
come taxes in the neighbor ing States of Virginia and Maryland, and 
especially the Feder al Government which requires a couple to pay 
income taxes starting at 20 percent on any income in excess of $1.200 
annually. 

Maryland, with about three times the population of the District, 
raised last year in income taxes $40 million, while the District raised 
less than $4 million. If Maryland can raise $40 million, surely the 
District could raise from $12 million to $15 million from a realistic 
income tax. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We are supposed to adjourn 
and go to the House. 

Mr. Hesrer. It will take me only 244 more minutes, Mr. Chairman. 
I will be glad to stop now, if you want me to. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. No, I want you to conclude, 
because we will have to adjourn. 
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Mr. Hester. The committee might give some consideration to a 
modest payroll tax, similar to that used in Philadelphia, and adopted 
within the past few days by the city of Pittsburgh. This tax could 
be imposed on all who earn their livelihood in the District. The 
Department of Commerce estimates that $1.8 billion is earned an- 
nually by the District residents and about $700 million by people who 
work in the District and who live elsewhere. 

Based on this estimate, a 1 percent payroll tax would yield $ 
million annually. 

Consideration also might be given to raising the sales tax from its 
present 2 percent to 3 percent. The district sales tax yields about $15 
million annually. This tax is not as fair as the income tax because it 
tends to be regressive—that is, it affects more the man with the lower 
income. It does have the virtue of being a tax which is collected at 
retail and not pyramided—therefore a 3 cents per dollar tax would 
not be marked up to 4 cents or 5 cents. The sales tax has a broad 
base, and everyone pays some amount, even if slight, toward the cost 
of operating the Government. 

In conclusion, ms iy we respectfully submit that the Congress should 
appropriate sufficient funds to make it unnecessary to impose the 
selective taxes recommended by the Commissioners. At the very 
least, the Congress should allocate to the District, in addition to the 
requested $20 million, $1,200,000 of the $5 million, or more now col 
lected by the Federal Government from beer sold in the District. 

In lieu of these, we respectfully suggest that the Congress give 
consideration to lowering income-tax exemptions in the District to the 
level of those now in effect in Maryland and Virginia; or increasing 
the sales tax from 2 percent to 3 percent ; or imposing ‘a modest pay 
roll tax on all who earn their livelihood in the District of Columbia. 

Thank you for giving me this time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

The Cuamman. In connection with your recommendation for in- 
creasing the sales tax, have you ever given any thought to making the 
sales tax applicable to all purchases, for instance, on food and the 
meals of less than $1.25. 

Mr. Hesrer. No, we have not, but if you did that you would raise 
some taxes in the District of Columbia. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Of course, you could drop your 
exemption of 15 cents and raise some money that way. 

The Cuarrman. I wonder if the staff of the committee or the Com- 
missioners have made any study of the practice of the States of the 
Union generally with respect to the application of the sales tax ! 

Mr. Hesrer. I can tell you an experience I just had. I flew in from 
Los Angeles, and you pay a 3.5 percent sales tax on all foods you pur- 
chase there. That is a 3 percent State sales tax and a one-half percent 
city of Los Angeles tax. 

The CuHarrmMan. In my own State there was a 2 percent tax and it 
was raised to 3 percent, the additional 1 percent going to pay for the 
soldiers’ bonus. That included food, also. You pay a sales tax on 
your entire gross purchases. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I don’t know of any cit) 
in the world where there are so many exempt people, whether it is 
a sales tax or any other tax, as we have here in the District. 
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Representative Smiru of Virginia. I do not imagine that is matched 
anywhere in the United States, as it is here. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That was the result of a 
conflict which arose involving these people from the States who work 
in the offices of Members of Congress and who pay their income taxes 
back home. 

Mr. Hester. If you pay your income taxes back home, you would 
not be paying them here. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. They were busy collecting 
them. They now give them credit on the tax they pay back home. 

Mr. Hester. But the exemption in Maryland is $2,000 and in Vir- 
ginia it is $2,000. 

The CHatrman. I would like to ask if the Commissioners or the 
members of the staff would not get some of that information for us, 
and I think the American Municipal Council, or some other organiza- 
tion of that type, has the information which would show the picture. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. All that data is available. 

The CuarrMan. It should be available and be on the table here and 
we could have it when we want it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It would only have to be 
brought up to date, 

Mr. Hester. Mr. George H. Hocker, the secretary for the Wash- 
ington Brewers and Distributors Association, would be glad to file 
his statement. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We would be very glad to 
have his statement inserted in the record at this point, sir. 

(Statement of George H. Hocker is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEorGE H. HOCKER, SECRETARY, WASHINGTON BreEWERS 
& DiIstrinvTrors ASSOCIATION 


My name is George H. Hocker. I am the secretary of the Washington Brewers 
& Distributors Association. 

Our association has in its membership the operating brewer and all of the 
distributors of beer in the District of Columbia, with the exception of two. The 
members of our association sel] in excess of 95 percent of the beer that is con- 
sumed in the District of Columbia. 

We definitely feel that there should be no increase in the tax on beer in the 
District of Columbia. The District of Columbia is a large beer-consuming area. 
Beer is very important in the District of Columbia both economically and 
socially. A great many people are employed directly and indirectly in the beer 
industry in the District of Columbia. The per capita consumption of beer in 
the District of Columbia is comparatively high—21.8 gallons. The present tax 
of $1 per barrel on beer in the District is on a par with the tax on beer in other 
areas where beer is also an important economic and social factor. 

Beer is the workingman’s beverage. To increase the tax beyond $1 per barrel 
would tend to price beer out of its class. Most of the beer consumed in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia comes from States that have a tax not in excess of $1 per 
barrel. For example, Maryland has $0.93 a barrel, New York $1.03 per barrel, 
New Jersey $1.03 per barrel, Wisconsin (Milwaukee) $1 per barrel, and Missouri 
$0.62 per barrel. These States that supply most of the beer that comes into the 
District of Columbia also have a per capita consumption that is very close to 
that in the District of Columbia. For example, in 1952 the per capita con- 
sumption in the District of Columbia was 21.8 gallons, in Maryland 22.9 gal- 
lons, in New York 22.1 gallons, in New Jersey 22.6 gallons, in Wisconsin 26.6 
gallons, and in Missouri 17.7 gallons. 

Generally speaking, per capita consumption follows the rate of tax. States 
with high beer taxes generally have low consumption. For example, Alabama 
has a tax of $3.30 per barrel with a per capita consumption of 4.9 gallons; 
Georgia has a tax of $4.50 per barrel with a per capita consumption of 5.7 gal- 
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lons; Utah has a tax of $4 per barrel with a per capita consumption of 9.8 ga 
lons; West Virginia has a tax of $5.50 per barrel with a per capita consumptix 
of 10.5 gallons; Tennessee has a tax of $3.40 per barrel with a per capita cor 
sumption of 7.8 gallons; Kansas has a tax of $3.10 per barrel with a per eapit: 
consumption of 9.5 gallons 

Beer has always been considered the workingman’s drink. By far the big per 
centage of beer consumed by persons in the District of Columbia is consume 
by workers in the lower-income brackets. In our opinion it would be unfair t 
ask those least able to pay, to bear the burden of raising the money to pay fi 
the public-works program in the District of Columbia. 

Conditions in the industry are such that we can state without question that 
any tax placed on beer would not be absorbed by the brewer, nor by the whole 
saler, nor by the retailer. Any tax imposed on beer would be passed on to the 
consumer and in effect it would be a select sales tax on a special group. 

The beer drinker should be, and he is willing to carry his share of the tax 
burden, but he should not be expected to carry more than his share. In most 
States where a high beer tax exists, there is no general sales tax and as wis 
previously stated, beer in those States is not too much of a factor economical 
and socially. 

We have a different situation here in the District of Columbia. Beer is in 
portant economically and socially and here in the District of Columbia we have 
already adopted the principle of a general sales tax as a means of raising 
revenue. 

Beer dealers and beer drinkers are perfectly willing to pay their share of this 
general sales tax and if the general sales tax must be broadened or the rate 
increased to provide sufficient revenue to meet the demands of the District, 
then the beer people and the beer drinkers will be willing to pay the additiona! 
sales tax along with the sellers and consumers of other items. All we say is, 
do not single us out to carry an unfair proportion of the tax burden. 

We understand that the income tax now in effect in the District of Columbia 
is very much lower than that in effect, for example, in the neighboring Stat 
of Maryland. People in the beer business and beer consumers are also subject 
to and do pay income taxes. Possibly this might be a souree of additional 
revenue, Certainly it is worth while looking into, Here again, the beer people 
and the beer consumers would be perfectly willing to pay their share of an) 
increase in the income tax which might be necessary, because they then would 
not be carrying the burden alone, but would be sharing the costs with others 
in the District of Columbia. 

Due to the existing Federal taxes, the District tax, high material and labor 
costs, beer is sold at too high a price now. In the interest of temperance, beer 
prices should be kept down. 

During the war years when the Congress of the United States was searching 
desperately for revenue in all directions, Congress came to the conclusion that 
beer could not stand an increase in excess of $1 per barrel on a temporar) 
basis. During these war years excise taxes of 20 percent were placed on luxury 
items such .as furs, jewelry, etc. The present Federal excise tax on beer is 
now $? per barrel. This added to the present District tax of $1 per barrel repre 
sents about 31 percent of the price the retailer is paying for a case of local beer 
now. (The price of a case of local beer to the retailer is $2.55.) The tax, Fed 
eral and District, is approximately $0.70. When you consider this excise tax 
and then also consider the fact that on top of this sales taxes are being paid 
by the consumer, it is apparent that the beer drinker is already paying more 
than his share of the cost of running the District of Columbia. 

The industry has done its part in keeping the price of beer within the means 
of the workingman. For example, in 1933, popular-priced beer was sold to the 
retailer at $1.50 per case of 24 12-ounce bottles. In spite of all of the increased 
costs that have come along since that time, beer is today sold to the retailer 
at $2.55 per case. Since 1933, 36 cents per case has been added to the price by 
way of increased taxes. This means that over this 20-year period, exclusive of 
the taxes which were added, brewers and: distributors are now getting only 
$2.19 for the same beer that they sold for $1.50 back in 1933. This represents 
an increase of 46 percent. The greatly increased operating costs which have 
come along since 1933 have been absorbed by the industry. They have been 
made up by increased volume and increased efficiency. Representatives of the 
industry have kept the price of beer down because they know that in order to 
keep beer within the means of the average workingman, prices just could not 
be increased to any appreciable degree. 
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If the price of beer is raised at this time, beer drinkers will switch to some 

ther product, either wine or hard liquors. In fact, at the present time, there 
are many spots in the District of Columbia where it is cheaper to buy a cocktail 
or a bottle of wine than a bottle of beer. In the interest of temperance and in 
the interest of sound economy, it just doesn’t make sense to increase the price 
of beer beyond where it is at the present time. 

Another factor which must be borne in mind here is the relationship which 
the District retailer bears to his fellow retailer across the line in the State ot 
Maryland. If a differential is created by a higher tax existing in the District of 
Columbia, the District of Columbia retailers are bound to lose a lot of business 
to Maryland retailers. Maryland joins the District of Columbia over a wide 
area. There are many Maryland licensees just over the line. It would be very 
simple for consumers to buy from these Maryland licensees if the price differen- 
tial warranted it. 

Some years ago the District of Columbia had no tax on beer and Maryland 
had a $0.93-a-barrel tax. Then the situation was reversed. There were re- 
tailers in the District of Columbia near the Maryland line who sold as much 
or more beer than many wholesalers. Marylanders bought their beer in the 
District of Columbia because it paid them to do so. While all this was going 
on, the State of Maryland was losing beer taxes. This situation corrected itself 
when the District of Columbia adopted the same tax as the State of Maryland. 
Now if the situation is created again in reverse, the flow of revenue to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia by way of the beer tax is bound to suffer and it is very pos- 
sible that an increase in the rate could easily result in a decrease in returns. 

Our. main plea to you is that we sincerely urge that you do not ask us to pay 
any more than our fair share of the costs of the public-works program in the 
District of Columbia. Increase the sales tax if you must; broaden the base of 
the sales tax if you must; increase the income tax if you must; levy any other 
broad tax that would affect us in the same manner in which it would affect 
other business people in the District of Columbia, and we will be perfectly will- 
ing to pay our share; but don’t enact a discriminatory, harsh sales tax, a lim- 
ited sales tax, a sales tax on the workingman—the man least able to pay. 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The next speaker will be 


Mr. Milford F. Schwartz, representing the Washington Wholesale 
Liquor Dealers Association. 

How much time will you require, Mr. Schwartz ? 

Mr. Scuwarrz. Five minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You may proceed, Mr. 
Schwartz. 


STATEMENT OF MILFORD F. SCHWARTZ, REPRESENTING WASH- 
INGTON WHOLESALE LIQUOR DEALERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Scuwarrz. My name is Milford F. Schwartz; I am a practic- 
ing attorney, and have since the advent of repeal in the District of 
Columbia, represented the Washington Wholesale Liquor Dealers As- 
sociation. Ours is an association of wholesale liquor dealers handling 
nationally advertised liquors for resale. 

We are heartily in favor of the proposed improvements for our city 
suggested by the Commissioners. We recognize that the proposal 
will of necessity carry with it additional tax burdens, and we are 
aware of the fact that the liquor industry, although already heavily 
taxed, will be called upon to meet an additional share of the load. 

However, we seriously doubt the wisdom of the proposed addi- 
tional taxes on spirits, beer, and wine. Our objection is twofold. 
We are of the opinion that support of the proposed program of the 
Commissioners should be borne by all of the people and not one or a 
few industries. 

Secondly, we are already laboring under the burden of excessively 
high taxes. Liquor’s discriminatory taxes alone represent 500 per- 
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cent of the cost of producing, warehousing and bottling of our com 
modity. An equally high ratio of excise taxes to cost of production 
would result in a $2,000 car selling for $7,750; a 25 cent package of 
cigarettes would sell for 49 cents. Since the repeal of prohibition 
the distilled spirits tax rate has risen 854 percent. 

This proposed increase would further burden the working man for 
this is a wage earner’s tax. The Department of Agriculture esti- 
mates that tw o-thirds of the spirits tax is paid by persons with annual 
incomes of $5,000 or less. Many persons of lower income have 
ceased to be consumers because of the high price of beer, wine, and 
liquor, and others have sought the cheaper - product of the moonshiner. 

Only last week Federal and State agents in a nearby county raided 
a huge still that was operated by persons well known to the Wash 
ington Police Department. The chief of our police morals squad 
has publicly stated that high liquor taxes encourages the activities 
of bootleggers. 

I feel that I am thor oughly conversant with the economic situation 
confronting the majority of our retailers today. The campaign of 
economy in government resulting in the separation from Federal serv- 
ice of many employees has had its effect on all business in Washington, 
and especially on the liquor industry. Retail sales in package stores 
are off from 10 to 12 percent. Their sales have been further reduced 
hy the fact that neighboring States are forbidding their citizens, 
many of whom are employed in the District of Columbia, from bring- 
ing liquor into their States; that is, from bringing it in except in 
very small quantities. Our delinquent credit lists contain more names 
for greater amounts than at any other time during our 20 years of 
local legal control. 

The wholesale end of the industry is likewise suffering. Whole- 
sale liquor dealers have not received an increase in markups for 20 
years. Distributors have absorbed wage increases for office workers, 
truckers, rent delivery costs and other costs of distributing. No other 
industry has absorbed such vast boosts in costs without passing them 
on to the consumer. -An already excessive tax rate has forced retailers 
to curtail inventories. The decline in earnings of the wholesale liquor 
dealer is greater than that of any other wholesale endeavor and re- 
turns on investments of wholesale liquor dealers fall below average 
levels for other wholesale trades. 

Our industry annually brings millions of dollars to all of the people 
of the District of Columbia in revenues and business. The license fee 
of the wholesale liquor dealer is $2,450 and, as Mr. Schulberg has 
stated, our retail license fee is $1,250. Many persons in all walks of 
life depend upon it for a livelihood. 

Experience has taught us that an increase of tax on our products, 
as this bill suggests, reduces rather than increases the net result 
desired. Mr. Schulberg has told you of the story of Rhode Island 
and their recent sorry experience, about which one of my predecessors 
has spoken, 

A further tax on beer, liquor, and/or wine in the District will have 
a serious effect on our industry. I respect fully suggest that an increase 
of said tax would defeat the very purpose for which it was intended. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What is the profit that a 
retail dealer has usually on a bottle of liquor? Do you know? 

Mr. Scuwarrz. I cannot give you the retail profit. I think Mr. 
Schulberg can. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. It is a matter of a few cents, 
generally speaking 

Mr. Scuwartz. It is just a few cents on a bottle. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. So that any increase in tax 
will have to be passed on to the consuming public; is that not the 
situation ? 

Mr. Scuwartz. I believe this suggested increase would, of necessity, 
have to be passed on. 

Repmnsentative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other ques- 
tions ¢ 

We are grateful to you, Mr. Schwartz, and in the interest of time to 
which you ‘limited yourself. 

Mr. Scuwarrz. Thank you for your consideration. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We will now hear from Mr. 
Robert Zanville, representing the Washington Restaurant Beverage 
Association. 

Mr. Bomze. Mr. Zanville is not here, but I will speak on his be- 
half. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. About how much time will 
you require ¢ 

Mr. Bomze. About 5 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota, All right, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN A. BOMZE, REPRESENTING WASHINGTON 
RESTAURANT BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bomze. My name is Norman A. Bomze. I own and operate a 
restaurant in the District of Columbia, selling food, soft drinks, and 
alcohol beverages, to be consumed on the premises. My restaurant is 
operated under a class C ABC license. 

I appear before this committee as a class C licensee and represent 
the Restaurant Beverage Association of Washington, D. C., a trade 
association made up of restaurants having either a class D or a class 

ABC license. Most of these restaurants are small establishments 
which are family owned and operated. Members of our trade associa- 
tion are affiliated with other small businessmen operating restaurants 
and taverns in 26 States under the banner of the National Licensed 
Beverage Association. I am also appearing as a member of the Legis- 
lative committee of the National Licensed Beverage Association. 

The on-sale licensees of the District of Columbia do not oppose the 
public works program as proposed by the Commissioners for the 
District of Columbia. We are opposed to certain specific tax increases 
suggested by the Commissioners as a method of financing the public- 
works program. The members of this committee no doubt realize 
that the tax increases which we now oppose were drawn up in the 
District Building without the benefit of public hearings wherein the 
Commissioners might have learned the views and ideas of District 
citizens and businessmen. 
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The man who has invested his savings and time, and often that of 
his family, in building up a restaurant business under an ABC li- 
cense—that man is vit ‘ally concerned with the proposed increases in 
taxes on beer, wine, distilled spirits, and cigarettes. These four 
products are the stock in trade of the restaurant and tavern business, 
along with food, hospitality, and entertainment. It is for this reason 
that we welcome this opportunity to be heard on our side of the tax 
story. 

The pur pose of the proposed tax increase on these four products is, 
of course, to increase the gross tax revenues to the District from the 
sale of alcohol beverages and cigarettes. Any drop in the gross sale 
of these items in the District would defeat the very purpose of the 
Commissioners’ proposed taxes on alcohol beverages and cigarettes, 
A drop on gross sales will hurt both the tax collector and the restaurant 
operator. 

All businessmen, in their striving for profits, come to know by 
experience that they do not increase their gross profits every time 
they increase prices. Public resistance to the coffee increase bears 
this out. An ambitious increase by a restaurant man in the popular 
priée of his Martini can mean that he will sell fewer Martinis and that 
some of his customers will drink their Martinis, eat their meals, and 
meet their friends elsewhere. In this situation, the restaurant profits 
decline. The same thing happens to tax receipts when the increase 
pegs the price of a glass of beer, a bottle of wine, a highball, or a pack 
of cigarettes at a price higher than the customer is willing to pay. 
Last year a smoker could buy a pack of cigarettes a penny or two 
cheaper beyond the District boundary lines. ‘Last year, cigarette sales 
in the District declined 7 percent. 

Other witnesses before this committee will undoubtedly point out 
the loss of tax revenues which States and the Government have been 
sustaining due to the rapidly growing moonshine and bootleg industry. 
A committee set up by the National Conference of State Liquor Ad- 
ministrators in a report issued last month pointed out that excessive 
Federal excise taxes were largely responsible for the rebirth of the 
bootleg and moonshine monster. Quoting from their report, they 
state: 

This is not a problem of determining diminishing returns as to revenue be- 
cause of excessive Federal taxes but rather of determining diminishing returns 
as to liquor control which excessive Federal taxes indicate is under way. 

The fact of the gross menace of the moonshiner has been brought 
home to this community in the last week with the report that a 
modern still has been raided in the vicinity of Falls Church, Va., 
which according to the Washington Post front-page story of January 
27, has a capacity for turning out between 400 and 1,200 gallons of 
distilled spirits per day. The newspaper story claims that the still 
operators planned to market this moonshine at $10 per gallon. If 
operating at capacity, this still could deprive the Federal Govern- 
ment of between $4,000 and $12,000 in taxes each day it operated. 

I would like to call the committee’s attention to the effect of the 
proposed beer tax increase; $1 per barrel is the ceiling of local taxes 
on beer in practically every metropolitan city of the country where 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 4597 


consumption of beer is heavy. Much of the retail business in any 
large city comes from surrounding suburbs. Washington is no ex- 
ception. The high tax return on aleohol beverages which has been 
realized by the District of Columbia at the present rate has not been 
realized from patronage from District residents alone. The cus- 
tomers of District onsale restaurants have been drawn from a large 
metropolitan area which includes parts of two States. 

The development of this great metropolitan area was limited dur- 
ng World War II to the construction of houses and some stores so 
that the population in the outlying areas had to rely heavily on Wash- 
ngton for its restaurants, theaters, et cetera. Since the war, there 
has been a tremendous increase in restaurants and other facilities 
beyond the taxing jurisdiction of the District of Columbia govern- 
ment. The District is in competition with these two States for trade 
that can be furnished by citizens in the greater metropolitan area. 
To succeed in this competition, the District must not tax itself out of 
the market. The proposed increase in beer taxes of 200 percent still 
will encourage these living in nearby States to cease patronizing res- 
taurants and taverns in Washington, D. C. 

This customer attitude will not make for increased gross tax returns 
for the District but will squeeze still further the profits of District 
restauranteurs and tavern keepers who have truly felt the effect of 
home television and Government layoffs. 

This committee should be interested in the latest report of the 
United States Employment Service for the Washington metropolitan 
irea. This report dated November 1953, points out that at that time 
21,300 citizens were employed in eating and drinking establishments 
in this area as compared with 23,700 employed in eating and drinking 
establishments a year earlier, indicating a decline of employment in 
the restaurant industry of over 2.500. 

We do not want it said that the C and D licensees are unwilling to 
do their fair part in the tax program. We honestly believe the pro- 
posed tax increases on alcohol beverages are both discriminatory and 
shortsighted. At the same time, we are very sure that tax receipts 
from restaurants and taverns could be greatly increased in Washing- 
ton if a restaurant patron could enjoy a mixed drink at the bar; if 
he could be served after midnight on Saturday ; and if he could order 
a cocktail with his Sunday meal, which is true of portions of our 
competitive State, the State of Maryland. We feel that if we were 
entitled to or could get more liberalization in our liquor laws, possi- 
bly the revenues could be increased by increased business. 

We have asked time and time again in some hope that possibly the 
regulations could be less stringent. However, the situation in Wash- 
ington necessitates our coming before committees of both the House 
and Senate in order to obtain this type of legislation since the Dis- 
trict Commissioners and our Alcoholic Beverage Control Board do 
not have such authority. 

It is, therefore, our honest opinion that some consideration be given 
to the possibility of permitting our particular industry to increase 
its volume of sales. 

I would like to also point out, Mr. Chairman, that I believe we 
as an industry, economically speaking, according to employment 
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statistics prepared by the Department of Labor, United States Em- 

ployment Service, I believe we employ as an industry most of the 
people in the District of Columbia, other than the Federal Govern 
ment, in that our total is in the neighborhood of 21,700 persons. 

I might also point out that according to these statistics, with your 
permission, I would like to put into the record these statistics w hich 
indicate that we have been suffering declines in employment in that 
the change from October of 1953 to November 1953 indicates 400 less 
employees, and a change from September to October 1953, indicates 
1,600 less employees in eating and drinking places, retail places, in 
the District of Columbia. 

Might I have the documents from which these figures are quote 
inserted at this point ? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is the document from 
which you were quoting ¢ 

Mr. Bomzer. It is entitled Labor Market News, issued by the United 
States Employment Service for the District of Columbia, under date 
of November 1953. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Provide two copies of that 
for the record, and it will be inserted. 

(Labor Market News, is as follows:) 


LABOR MARKET NEWS, NOVEMBER 1953 
Issued by the United States Employment Service for the District of Columbia 


Optimism voiced last month that Washington area employment might increase 
during October failed to materialize. A further drop of 2,400 workers was 
reported for last month by local employers. The most significant declines again 
occurred in construction, with a drop of 1,500, and the Federal Government, where 
1,100 fewer employees were reported. ‘Total area employment for October was 
605,300, a loss of 30,700 over the same month in 1952. An encouraging gain of 
1,600 employees was reported by general merchandise stores. A loss of 1,600 
workers occurred in eating and drinking establishments which exactly balanced 
the increase in retail trade. There were no large fluctuations in other cate 
gories. For the rest of the year labor market conditions will probably improve 
Employment should edge upward as the holiday season approaches, with sub- 
stantial numbers of extra clerks being employed in the Post Office Department 
and in department stores. The turning point will come in January when peak 
seasons have passed and Government terminations should have run their course 
It is hoped that the momentum gained during the Christmas season will be stron, 
enough to reverse the consistent downward employment trend of recent months 

Unemployment increased from an estimated 28,500 in September to 29,500, 
a rise of 1,000 in October. This estimate of unemployment does not tell the full 
story. Many women, older men, and young people are finding work difficult to 
obtain. Very often they withdraw from the labor market. Nationally, em- 
ployment is higher than ever before and unemployment is reported at a very low 
ebb. The trend in the Washington area continues to run counter to the national! 
pattern. 

Several national societies in the social science field will hold their annual 
meeting in Washington, December 27-30. The USES for the District of Colum- 
bia has been designated as the coordinating office to provide placement facilities. 
Applications and job orders from all over the country will be sent to Washington. 
Tentative selection interviews between prospective employers and applicants will 
be made during the convention sessions. Local employers are invited to take 
advantage of this exceptionally well qualified group of technical applicants such 
as economists, statisticians, business analysts, and mathematicians. 
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Employment for Washington metropolitan area 


Industry division 


Total employment... 
Manufacturing 
Food and kindred products 
Printing and png 
All others - - 
Nonmanufacturing - 


Construction 


Transportation, communication, 
public utilities. .. 


Interstate railroads 
Local railways 
Communication and public utilities 
Wholesale and retail trade 
Wholesale trade 
Retail trade 
General merchandise 


Food and liquor 
Auto and accessories stores 


Apparel and accessories stores - - _| 


Retail trade _- 
Eating and drinking places 
Retail filling stations 


Finance, insurance, and real estate 
SOC cdsissdecnmesn s 

Hotels and lodgings. 

Personal service. _. 

All others_ - 


Government-__._-. 


Federal 
State and local_ 


Estimated number 
of employees 


October 
1953 


605, 300 


27, 300 
5, 400 
10, 800 


ll, , 100 


78, 000 


15, 600 


127, 000 


24, 700 


102, 300 
19, 600 
16, 400 

8, 900 


7, 900 | 


231, 600 
30, 500 


Septem- 
ber 1953 


607, 700 


, 700 


5, 600 
, 900 
200 


|, 700 


43, 700 


10, 900 
17, 100 
_15, 700 


126, 800 


24, 700 2 


102, 100 


18, 000 
16, 400 
8, 900 


80, 600 
8, 800 


13, 600 
_ 58, 200 


263, 100 


232, 700 
30, 400 


7, 800 | 
21, 800 | 
24, 600 | 


October 
1952 


636, 000 


27, 600 


5, 500 
10, 800 


39, 000 


43, 800 


11, 300 
16, 800 
15, 700 


130, 500 


, 000 


56, 700 


284, 300 


254, 200 


30, 100 | 


Change from 
September 
to October 

1953 


599 


Change from 
October 1952 
to October 
1953 


Source: . 8. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 


Pre meal in cooperation with the U 


Mr. Bomzr. Much revenue from beverages has been lost to the Dis- 
trict. and will continue to be lost. so long as our restaurant patrons are 
denied these services. Many District residents and especially cus- 
tomers from out of town choose to be served at the bar. When you tell 
a man he must sit at a table if he wants to order Scotch and water, he 
will frequently walk out of the restaurant in disgust, blaming the situ- 
ation on the bartender. 

In this connection, we urge the committee to study and give serious 
consideration to the so-called Philadelphia wage income tax plan 
which has been advocated by the Federation of Businessmen here in 
Washington for a number of years as a means of relieving a tax prob- 
lem which is experienced by almost all metropolitan cities today. 
Earlier this week, the city of Pittsburgh adopted the Philadelphia 
plan by enecting a 1-percent wage tax to be levied on every person 
working in the city of Pittsburgh regardless of where he lives. . The 
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public works program proposed will benefit people who work in 
Washington but live outside its borders. These employees shoutd help 
pay for the police, fire, health, and road programs provided for their 
convenience by the District government. 

We do appreciate the permission granted by the committee to be 
heard, and we respectfully submit that you take into consideration our 
particular situation in these matters. 

Thank you for your time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

If not, thank you very much. 

Is Mr. L. Seth Schnitman, president of the Arkansas Avenue Com 
munity Association here? He is the only witness we may not be able to 
get. to, and he will be the first witness this afternoon. 

The committee will stand in recess until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:21 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(At the expiration of the recess, the subcommittee reconvened at 
2D. mm.) 

Representative O°’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will be in 
order. 

The first witness this afternoon will be Mr. Daniel W. Bell, repre 
senting the Washington Board of Trade. 

Mr. Bell, the committee will be happy to hear from you now. 

Tell us about how much time you will require, Mr. Bell. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL W. BELL, CHAIRMAN, MUNICIPAL FINANCE 
COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON BOARD OF TRADE 


Mr. Bett. It will take about 7 or 8 minutes, Mr. Chairman, to make 
my statement. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Bell. We 
have, I think, about 25 or 30 witnesses. So we are going to have to 
try and conclude today, if we can. 

Mr. Betz. All right; I will rush through this. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am here today 
representing the Washington Board of Trade, an organization, as you 
know, composed of some 6,000 members from the business and pro 
fessional life of this community. 

We are all deeply concerned with the welfare of this city. We are 
more interested than just citizens of a great city—we are interested 
as citizens of our country in providing the finest capital on the face of 
the earth. 

We are proud to live here and we are proud to pay our fair share 
in taxes to accomplish the objectives for which we are all striving. 

We have all too long neglected the essential problems of the city, 
because of which the costs now required to correct our past neglect are 
staggering. 

We must, however, begin even though it is late. The longer we 
wait, as experience has shown, the higher the costs will be, and if we 
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delay further there is a great possibility that, because of an inadequate 
lant, the tax resources of the District will decline. 

All reports indicate that a great deal of information and statistics 
regarding the program under consideration have been submitted to 
you during the past few days. We feel, therefore, that we should not 
further burden the committee with charts and statistics but confine 
our statement to a few general observations. 

The primary function of the District of Columbia is to be the seat 
of the Government of the United States. This city must have, there; 
fore, the best equipped plant possible to render service to domestic and 
foreign visitors coming here for business and pleasure. 

It, of course, must be equipped at all times tc serve readily the 
United States Government, not only in its normal operations, but in 
times of emergency when such operations shar ply increase. 

I am sure that we can all agree that these special services are much 
more costly than the typical local government operation. 

For these reasons, the W ashington Board of Trade strongly sup- 
orts the public works program submitted to you by the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia aggregating in cost some $305 million, 
to be expended over a period of “10 years. 

The program will certainly have to be reviewed in detail each year. 

Probably some of the specific items now contemplated may have to 
be dropped because of changing conditions and others added for the 
same reason. 

We are satisfied, however, after reviewing the many studies made, 
that the needed additions to our municipal plant. proposed in the 
Commissioners’ recommendations will cost as a minimum the amount 
estimated, and that this aggregate figure can be used at this time as 
a reasonable basis for arranging the financing required to carry it out. 

Washington is a unique city. It is confined in a non-expandable 
69-square-mile area and composed of 853,000 residents, many of whom 
are living here temporarily so pay few, if any, taxes. It is surronnded 
by a community in 2 States with a radius of about 25 miles which is 
composed of another 935,000 people. Many of these latter earn their 
livelihood in the District and, hence, make use of its facilities but 
largely pay their taxes to the outside areas 

The noted urban-land etonomist, Dr. Homer Hoyt, forecasts a rela- 
tively stable population in the District while the metropolitan area 
grows to 2,025,000 in 1960, 2.300.000 in 1970, and 2,500,000 in 1980. 
Hence, it seems likely that the service rendered to nonresidents will 
impose increasingly heavier financial burdens on the District of 
Columbia. 

Furthermore, the tax exemption applying to foreign, educational 
and religious organizations is relatively much greater in the city of 
Washington than any other city of comparable size, and it is increas- 
ing at an alarming rate each year. 

In this connection, it is well to point out that in no other major 
American city is the burden of real-estate taxes borne by owners of 
less than one-half of the total area. Of the 3,660 potentially taxable 
acres in the District of Columbia, only 14,600 acres are taxable. This, 
it would seem, places a heavy burden on residential and business pro- 
erty subject to real-estate taxes in the District. 
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[ am sure the members of the committee fully understand that in 
the District of Columbia, like other high density urban areas, tax 
income from residential areas is inadequate to pay the cost of servic- 
ing them. 

There is ample testimony to this fact, but I should like to quote from 
the Urban Land Institute’s January 1954 newsletter : 

Since few residential areas pay enough in taxes to pay for the costs of pro- 
viding them with essential public services, the deficit must be made up by tax 
revenues from commercial and industrial areas. 

We have here in the District of Columbia, for the most part, small 
businesses which are paying taxes comparable, or higher, than those 
in the outlying communities. We feel that if there is a material in- 
crease in their taxes it might very well further contribute to the move- 
ment of business from the District to those areas, thus leaving the 
District less able to bear the expenses of the local government. 

Most cities of the size of Washington have large industries with 
large payrolls that contribute greatly to the tax resources of such 
cities. 

As an example, we have from four large corporations some statistics 
showing that they contribute large sums to their respective areas, and 
these are far removed from the Wash ington area. Corporation A 
employs 294,000 persons, has a payroll of $1,177 million and pays 
$68,300,000 in State and local taxes, which equals $1 in taxes for every 
$17 in salaries and wages. 

Corporation B employs 72,000 persons with a payroll of $207 mil- 
lion and pays $8,880,000 in taxes, equal to $1 in taxes for every $23 
in avail. 

Curparaticn C employs 88,000 persons with a payroll of $415 mil- 
lion and pays taxes of $17,500,000, or $1 in taxes for every $24 in 
payroll. 

Corporation D employs 72,000 persons with a payroll of $278 mil- 
lion and pays $13 milion in taxes or $1 in taxes for each $21 in payroll. 

These reports indicate that large employers can be expected to pay 
$1 in taxes for every $17 to $24 paid out in salaries and wages. They 
must, in fact, make substantial payments since it is recognized that all 
urban communities render services to residents more costly than can be 
paid for by taxes levied directly on them. 

I tried tu get some statistics from the local business, but didn’t have 
time. 

I made some quick compilations on my own company and I find that 
last year the American Security Trust Co. paid $231,000 in taxes to the 
District of Columbia. That’s $157,000 in gross earnings tax and 
$74,000 in real-estate taxes. That’s a total of $231,000, and our pay- 
roll amounted to $2,300, 000. So, that’s a ratio of about $1 in taxes 
for $10 in payroll. 

I didn’t have time to analyze it to see why that difference in the 
ratios of this company and all these. It may be because it is a bank. 
It may be because of a peculiar situation in Washington, where we 
have a gross earnings tax on the banks and not on the other corpora- 
tions. I don’t know. 

Representative Harris. The smaller the industry, the less the ratio, 
isn’t it? 
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Mr. Brix. No; it didn’t show that way, because the large industry 
that I gave you above had $17 in salaries whereas the smaller ones had 
424, It went the other way. 

That is the reason I couldn’t understand this particular situation. 

Here in Washington our big employer is the United States Govern- 
ment. If we should take the average of the foregoing, the United 
States would pay $1 in taxes for every $20 paid out in salaries and 
wages. 

The total payroll of the United States Government in the District 
of ¢ ov ase during the year 1952, the last year for which complete 
figures are ¢ railable, was approximately $800 million. On the basis 
of this year’s contr ibution, it is the equivalent of $1 in taxes for each 
65 in payroll, 

If the United States should contribute to the District budget an 
amount approximately equivalent to what the above corporations con- 
tributed to their local communities, it would be paying annually to 
this city approximately $40 million. 

We are not advocating this as a formula, but submit it to show the 
discrepancy between what the Federal Government is now contribut- 
ing and what it would contribute on the basis of what other large em- 
ployers are now contributing to their respective communities. 

It does bring into focus the urgent need for a formula of some kind 
which will indicate to the Commissioners of the District of ( Yolumbia, 
when they are preparing their budget to be submitted to Congress each 
year, just what they can antiicpate as a Federal contribution in their 
total estimated receipts. As it is now, they never know from 1 year to 
the next just what they can count on from this source. 

We hope, therefore, that the Congress will establish a definite 
formula, preferably on a percentage basis of some kind, which can 
be used for future budgetory submissions. 

The Washington Board of Trade, while endorsing the public works 
program submitted by the District of Columbia Commissioners, also 
endorses, with one question, the tax program submitted by the Com- 
missioners to help finance this program as well as the loan program. 

In doing this we are not unmindful of the harmful economic effects 
that might come from imposing some of the taxes proposed. 

In adopting the tax program for the District of Columbia, it is 
necessary to take into consideration the taxes imposed in the sur- 
rounding communities. If the taxes imposed upon the goods and 
services in the District are at higher rates than those imposed on 
the same goods and services in the surrownding territory, then the 
inclination will be for the purchasers of these goods and services to 
go where their cost is less. So, there must be an attempt, as far as 
possible, to balance the taxes as between the competing areas. 

The specific tax which we would like to question is the tax on in- 
surance premiums. It is proposed to increase this tax from 2 to 214 
percent to bring in an estimated additional $500,000. While this in 
itself is not a large sum the insurance companies concerned are 
strenuously objecting to it. This objection is not on the ground that 
it places an undue financial burden on them, but because 24 States 
have retaliatory clauses in their laws which automatically go into 
effect whenever any other jurisdiction increases its taxes on pre- 
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miums. So, if we raise taxes here, an increased rate will go into effect 
in these 24 "jurisdictions for those companies with headquarters in 
the District. The amount of taxes they will have to pay to other 
jurisdictions, we are told, will be approximately 9 to 1 to what they 
will pay in the District. 

I want to say on behalf of the Washington Board of Trade ana 
iis members that we are deeply grateful for the interest and atten- 
tion being given by this committee to the serious problems of the 
District of Columbia. You have shown by your public statements, 
your attendance at these meetings, in spite of your many other heavy 
duties, that you are deeply concerned and much interested. We are, 
therefore, more than grateful to you for the time and attention you 
are giving to it. 

If there is anything we can do in the way of compiling statistics 
or otherwise helping the committee, we shall be only too glad to do 
whatever we can. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Bell, on behalf of the 
committee, I wish to express to you the appreciation of the offer 
which you have made, and before we get done we may be glad to 
call upon you for some of this information. 

Mr. Bett. We will be glad to help, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. The committee deems it a 
very serious problem in view of the size of the program and the 
question of financing which we have. 

Mr. Bett. We all appreciate that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Are there any questions? 

Judge Smith. 

Mr. Harris. 

Representative Harris. No; thank you. 

Mr. Bett. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Bell, we thank you. 

Of the scheduled witnesses, a number have indicated they would 
file statements and, with reference to that, Mrs. Esther Callis, pres- 
ident of the PTA, Van Ness School, will file a statement; Mr. Stein, 
representing the Dictrict of Columbia Mental Health Association, will 
file a statement; Mr. Woolsey Hall, president of the Central North- 
west Citizens Association, will file a statement. 

May I say that the permission is granted to those individuals and 
anyone else who may request permission to file in the interest of time. 

The next witness is Mr. John A. Remon, chairman of the District of 
Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. 

Mr. Remon. 

Mr. Remon. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Can you indicate to the com- 
mittee about how much time you will require, Mr. Remon / 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. REMON, CHAIRMAN, DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY 


Mr. Remon. I won't‘ take very much time, Mr. Chairman. I have 
just a 1-page statement. 

My name is John A. Remon, and I am speaking as chairman of the 
District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. 
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I retired as operating vice president of the Chesapeake & Potomac 
‘Telephone Companies in November 1950, but it has been a busy re- 
tirement because I am also vice chairman of the National Capital 
Planning Commission and a member of the board of the National 
Capital Housing Authority. These three positions have given me the 
opportunity to know intimately and participate firsthand in the prog- 
ress and development of our Capital City. 

An efficient city, like an efficient business, must have a municipal 
plant that is in good operating condition to supply the services which 
are required in a 20th century city. Our plant in Washington is net 
in such a condition. 

[ am convinced that the obsolescence and deterioration of some of 
our school buildings, streets, and sewer and water lines are in such 
shape that they have a pronounced effect on operating costs and that 
they create hazards to the health and safety of our citizens. 

For these reasons, and in behalf of the Redevelopment Land 
Agency, I wish to support wholeheartedly the public works program 
which is now before you. 1 feel that it is basically right and vitally 
necessary. 

I feel that the Federal share proposed to finance this program is 
small in relation to the extent to which this plant supported primarily 
by the taxes of Washington’s citizens serves the activities of the Fed- 
eral Government; but the people in Washington are willing to accept 
for the present this small share in order to accomplish a program 
which represents the minimum which we must have in the next few 


years. 
I might also say that I am a real-estate-tax payer, owning 3 or 4 


pieces of property. 

The Redevelopment Land Agency has been charged by the Congress 
with the responsibility for the clearance of slum, blighted, and de- 
teriorating areas in the District of Columbia and through sale to pri 
vate enterprise the bringing back of these areas into slum-proof, pro 
ductive taxpaying use. 

The success of redevelopment is closely related to a sound publie 
works program. These two programs must go hand in hand if the 
many sore spots in our great city, which has now become truly the 
capital of the world, are to be eliminated. 

Our experience in Southwest Washington is a good example of how 
the two programs can be tied together. John Searles, our secretary 
and executive director, will go into this experience a little more fully. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present our views on the public 
works program, and I close by earnestly recommending that you give 
it your approval. We support the program 100 percent. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Remon, the committee 
is grateful to you for your statement. We value it because of your 
long residence and experience. 

Are there any questions? 

Representative Harris. No questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Remon. 

Mr. Joun R. Seartes. Executive director of the District of Co- 
lumbia Redevelopment Land Agency. 

How much time will you require ? 

Mr, Searues. Just.a little less than Mr. Remon, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right; fine. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN R. SEARLES, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND 
, SECRETARY, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND 
. AGENCY 


Mr. Srearies. My name is John R. Searles, Jr., and I am executive 
director and secretary of the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Land Agency. I joined the Agence y in 1951 as its first staff member. 

‘ The District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency has been 
given the power of acquiring land and disposing of it for use in ac- 
cordance with the publicly approved plan in order to eliminate slum 
and blighted areas in the District of Columbia, in alleys and elsewhere, 

This ; agency is now undertaking the first step of this operation in 
southwest redevelopment project area B. 

This 75-acre tract contains some of the worst housing in Washing- 
ton and, in fact, the United States. 

It is our hope that within a year families will be moving into the 
first part of a new slum-proof neighborhood, and a second project is 
in the making. 

We are here today to say emphatically that without the comple- 
mentary public works and facilities our program cannot succeed. 
The Congress has wisely recognized this in the legislation under which 
we operate and it is also an important phase of the housing legislation 
just proposed by President Eisenhower. 

In project B, for example, the elimination of slums and the creation 
of a slum-proof neighborhood is dependent upon the location and 
construction of the Southwest Throughway, a limited access street 
which will pick up traffic which: now filters through the residential 
section of the southwest. This traffic has meant safety hazards, noise, 
and other nuisances and has done much to add to the blight in the 
area. In the future the throughway will carry this traffic and will 
itself be separated from the residential portions of the area by a green- 
planted strip. 

It is also necessary to relocate and repair certain streets, sewers, and 
water mains in the area which are not capable of serving a moder 
neighborhood. 

The major play area in the neighborhood, which is within a few 
blocks from here, is also being enlarged so that it can become a usable 
area for football, basketball, and other sports. 

These improvements are necessary to make slum-proof neighbor- 
hoods possible, and without redevelopment and slum clearance the full 
utility of the improvements in an area like southwest project area 
B cannot be realized. 

Our agency has been increasingly aware that the only way to deal 
with the deteriorated areas in ‘Washington is through a planned 
approach. 

In March of last year our Board proposed to the District Com- 
missioners a comprehensive slum-elimination program. This called 
for the close coordination of the capital-improvement program and the 
slum-elimination program. 

The Commissioners now have a Slum-Elimination Committee 
headed by Colonel Giles Evans. This committee is dealing primarily 
with the preparation for adoption of a new comprehensive housing 
code. A comprehensive program demands that not only must there be 
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comprehensive city plan, vigorous housing code enforcement, up-to- 
date zoning, slum clearance and redev elopment, but also a carefully 
coordinated and worked-out public works program. 

We need all those elements to attack the problem. 

Such a program is now before you for consideration. This is not 
‘ust a cataloging of capital needs, but also a thoughtful schedule of 

ublic works which can and will be timed and located to make related 
programs successful and effective. 
- Because the proposed public works program is essential to the main- 
tenance of our city services and to the effective execution of the pro- 
vram of the Redevelopment Land Agency, we give it our wholehearted 
endorsement. 

Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Searles, we express the 
appreciation of the committee for your statement and your interest. 

Did you file two copies with the clerk and the reporter ? 

Mr. Srartes. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

Mr. Jerome B. McKee, representing the Georgetown Businessmen’s 
Association. 

Mr. McKee, about how much time can you get by with in this 
matter ? 


STATEMENT OF JEROME B. McKEE, CHAIRMAN, FISCAL AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE OF THE GEORGETOWN BUSINESSMEN’S ASSOCIA- 
TION 


Mr. McKee. I am eliminating for your benefit, sir, 4 large para- 
graphs, which will cut me down to about 6 minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. McKee, permission 
will be granted to you to file your statement in full, if you will file 
two copies, so it may appear in full, and in the interest of time if 
you will devote yourself to those matters which you feel are most 
important we will appreciate it very much. 

Mr. McKer. I will be glad to do so. 

Representative O’H4ra of Minnesota. Thank you. 
(The prepared statement submitted by Mr. McKee is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JEROME B,. MCKEE, CHAIRMAN, FIscat AFFAIRS COMMITTEE OF THE 
GEORGETOWN BUSINESSMEN’s ASSOCIATION 


On March 20, 1947, when I appeared before a similar joint subcommittee of 
the Congress I spoke for the first time on what is commonly known and re- 
ferred to as the Philadelphia plan of income tax, and requested that that method 
of taxation be used in lieu of the conglomeratien of new taxes that were ‘then 
being proposed. 

We recognize that the residual problem of the city is this: How can expand- 
ing services be maintained in an area from which a large portion of the in- 
habitants have moved, but who still work in the area? How can municipal 
finances, subject to rigid controls, meet the climbing outgo? The services pro- 
vided by the city in response to its growth remain, as many of these services 
were not provided in years gone by because of insufficient income to do them, 
so that today they cannot be put off any longer as necessity dictates a definite 
plan of action which is before you today. 

St. Louis, Mo., and Toledo, Ohio, years ago put the Philadelphia plan in ac- 
tion, and according to the late edition of the Evening Star of January 25, 1954, 
the city council of Pittsburgh, Pa., voted 8 to 1 in favor of its adoption. 
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An editorial in the Evening Bulletin of Philadelphia, Pa., under date of 
Monday, January 11, 1954, said in part: 

“Although the tax on wages long antedated the 1949 Home Rule Act, the city 
has no more important home-rule power thar the taxing rights it got in the 
Sterting Act of 1932. 

“Several other cities have imitated Philadelphia’s income tax, and many 
more have studied it and wished they could do likewise. And now there is q 
wage tax ordinance before Pittsburgh’s council. 

“Part of the Philadelphia story is the ingenuity with which, in the early 
days, the city’s law department worked out collection techniques—techniques 
which with amazing regularity resisted challenge in the courts. If Pittsburgh 
decides on such a tax, it will find that much of the exploratory work has been 
done for it. For this service there will be no charge.” 

Philadelphia’s tax of 1 percent without any exemptions aimed at recapturing 
that commuting population's income applies to all income earned within the city, 
regardless of whether the recipient resides there, and to all residents who deriy; 
their income from businesses within or without the city. 

The Philadelphia plan also embraces the field of stage and professiona 
musicians, who, as individuals or through name bands, appear in that city for 
theaters, hotels, nightclubs, and so forth. 

In my remarks of March 20, 1947, using Government figures I stated that the 
peodple’of the District of Columbia paid to the Federal Governiwent in 1945, $415 
128,415.36, whereas in 1946 it increased that amount to $509,938,000.57 or a dollar 
increase of $94,809,585.21. 

But failure to adopt the Philadelphia plan at that time or since has caused 
migration from Washington to Virginia and Maryland, which migration was 
mostly of citizens whose earnings exceeded $5,000 a year and even up to $100,000 
a year. 

The imposition of a conglomeration of taxes meant that in 1947 the citizens of 
the District of Columbia paid to the Federal Government only $484,875,834.48 and 
then migration accelerated so that in 1948 we dropped to ¢ 
Imagine, gentlemen, within two years a decrease of $115,664,216.11. 

Since that time the figures of what the residents of the District of Columbia 
pay to the Federal Government in the way of taxes hasceased being listed as a 
separate entity, theirs being merged with that of Maryland in one lump sum. 

We are not asking that our present income-tax laws of the District of Columbia 
be done away with. Under this Philadelphia plan of a 1-percent withholding 
those who file an income tax would receive as a credit what was withheld from 
them and if their tax due the District of Columbia was in excess of the 1 percent 
they would pay the difference, but if the withholding of 1 percent was greater 
than the tax due under our present income tax, they would not receive any refund, 
as 1 percent would be the necessary minimum to pay. 

However, definite exemptions without limitations would apply to any elective 
officer Of ‘tthe Government of the United States or any officer of the executive 
branch of such Government whose appointment to the office held by him was by 
the President of the United States, and subject to confirmation by the Congress 
or the courts of the United States, and whose tenure of office is at the pleasure 
of the President of the United States, 

Without boring you with further figures, I can substantiate my statement that 
under this plan, a minimum of $18 million would be forthcoming. 

We ask in all fairness if the contemplated bridges will be used primarily by 
the taxpayers of the District of Columbia, or by residents of nearby States who 
work here but pay nothing in the form of taxes to the District of Columbia. 

A new bridge was opened to traffic on May 9, 1950, over the Potomac at 14th 
Street, and shortly thereafter the new South Capitol Street Bridge was opened. 
A check of the State tags will indicate where the first bridge mentioned is used 
that more tags show Virginia, and where the second bridge is mentioned that 
about one-half of them bear Maryland tags. 

Gentlemen, as a taxpayer in the District of Columbia how would you feel when 
the press in this city informs you that the committee on roads and approaches 
io the contemplated bridges entering the District of Columbia from Virginia, who 
were appointed by the distinguished Governor of Virginia, stated that they were 
in disagreement about the proposed locations of the bridges, and then further 
stated that Virginia’s finances could not provide for these roads or approaches 
and that if these bridges were built, that they, Virginia, would have to look to 
the Federal Government for payment of them. 
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I would appreciate it if one of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
would furnish for the record a copy of the 1950 Washington Metropolitan Area 
rransportation Study as I would prefer to keep the copy I have here to discuss 
with you. This study revealed in part in speaking about distribution of traffic 
origins, for a 24-hour average weekday, that the— 

District of Columbia citizens made 742,148 trips per day for 63.1 percent of the 
total 

Maryland citizens made 217,865 trips per day for 18.5 percent of the total 

Virginia citizens made 216,873 trips per day for 18.4 percent of the total 


To compute these figures 170 zones were set up in the District of Columbia, 
61 were set up in Maryland, and 56 were set up in Virginia. 

To give you a graphie picture of what I mean note the density of flow of 
traffic here on page 85, and I dare say that we would not be needing the bridge 
now under way at East Capitol Street if it were not for the growth in Prince 
Georges County that will be served by that bridge, nor would we need the other 
bridge or bridges connecting with Virginia if it were not for the growth of nearby 
Virginia. Do you honestly believe that a person either in the $5,000 or $10,000 
bracket would give up that job here in the District of Columbia because he was 
being taxed either $50 or $100 a year by the District? If they did, then we would 
find a greater expense on the District, as they would come to live in St. Elizabeths 
Hospital at our expense, as so many people from the various States are now 
doing. 

For the benefit of you gentlemen who have not served the District for a long 
period of time, may I inform you that the Federal Government created the 
following parkways in Virginia, and in so doing paid the costs of these roads 
and highways, namely the Mount Vernon Highway, the roads to and around 
the Pentagon, and the Shirley Highway. Just think what these wonderful roads 
did to build up the State of Virginia without any costs to them. 

We realize that the constituents of our Senators and Representatives from 
Maryland and Virginia would not reelect them if they were to vote for the Phila- 
delphia plan. Being without statehood we are at the mercy of the Senators and 
Congressmen from all the States, and unless we obtain help from the Members 
of the other 46 States by the adoption of the Philadelphia plan, then we feel 
it is your responsibility to go back to the 40-60 formula so that sufficient money 
can be had to put this program in effect. 

In closing I have been informed that Mr. Abraham Wernick, assistant city 
solicitor for the city of Philadelphia, with offices at 713 Market Street, National 
Bank Building, knows more about the development and workings of the Phila- 
delphia wage tax than any living person. I am reliably informed that he has 
heretofore appeared hefore committees and given talks in various cities, and that 
he would be available to you. 

In conclusion, we object to the proposed increases of taxes as requested on 
gasoline, cigarettes, spirits, and wine. 

In behalf of the members of the Georgetown Businessmen’s Association, I 
thank you for your patience and offer my services to you in any capacity. 

Mr. McKer. Mr. Chairman and members, on March 20, 1947, when 
I appeared before a similar joint subcommittee of the Congress, I spoke 
for the first time on what is commonly known and referred to as the 
Philadelphia plan of income tax, and requested that that method of 
taxation be used in lieu of the conglomeration of new taxes that were 
then being proposed. 

We recognize that the residual problem of the city is this: How can 
expanding services be maintained in an area from which a large por- 
tion of the inhabitants have moved, but who still work in the area? 

How can municipal finances, subject to rigid controls, meet the 
climbing outgo ? 

The services provided by the city in response to its growth remain, 
as many of these services were not provided in years gone by because 
of insufficient income to do them, so that today they cannot be put 
off any longer as necessity dictates a definite plan of action which is 


before you today. 





610 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


St. Louis, Mo., and Toledo, Ohio, years ago put the Philadelphia 
plan in action and, according to the late edition of the Evening Star of 
January 25, 1954, the city council of Pittsburgh, Pa., voted 8 to 1 
in favor of its adoption. 

An editorial in the Evening Bulletin of Philadelphia, Pa., under 
date of Monday, January 11, 1954, said in part: 

Although the tax on wages long antedated the 1949 Home Rule Act, the city 
has no more important home rule power than the taxing rights it got in the 
Sterling Act of 1932. 

Several other cities have imitated Philadelphia's income tax, and many more 
have studied it and wished they could do likewise. And now there is a wage 
tax ordinance before Pittsburgh's Council. 

Part of the Philadelphia story is the ingenuity with which, in the early days, 
the city’s law department worked out collection techniques—techniques which 
with amazing regularity resisted challenge in the courts. If Pittsburgh decides 
on such a tax, it will find that much of the exploratory work has been done 
for it. For this service there will be no charge. 

Philadelphia’s tax of 1 percent, without any exemptions, aimed at 
recapturing that commuting population’s income, applies to all in- 
come earned within the city, regardless of whether the recipient resides 
there, and to all residents who derive their income from businesses 
within or without the city. 

The Philadelphia plan ‘also embraces the field of stage and profes. 
siona] musicians, who, as individuals or through name bands, eppear 
in that city for’ theaters, hotels, nightclubs, and so forth. 

In my remarks of March 20, 1947, using Government figures, I 
stated that the people of the District of Columbia paid to the ‘Federal 
Government in 1945, $415,128,415.36, whereas in 1946 it increased that 
amount to $509,938,000.57, or a dollar i increase in excess of $94 million. 

But failure to adopt the Philadelphia plan at that time or since 
has caused migration from Washington to Virginia and Maryland, 
which migration was mostly of citizens whose earnings exceeded 
$5,000 a year and even up to $100,000 a year. 

The imposition of a conglomeration of taxes meant that in 1947 
the citizens of the District of Columbia paid to the Federal Govern- 
ment only four-hundred-and-eighty-four-odd million dollars, and then 
migration accelerated so that in 1948 we dropped to three-hundred- 
and-ninety-four-odd million dollars. 

Imagine, gentlemen, within 2 years a decrease of one-hundred-and- 
fifteen-odd million dollars. 

Since that time the figures of what the residents of the District 
of Columbia pay to the Federal Government in the way of taxes 
has ceased being listed as a separate entity, theirs being merged with 
that of Maryland in one lump sum. 

We are not asking, however, that our present income-tax laws of 
the District of Columbia be done away with. 

Under this Philadelphia plan of a 1-percent withholding, those 
who file an income tax would receive as a credit what was withheld 
from them, and if their tax due the District of Columbia was in 
excess of the 1-percent they would pay the difference, but if the 
withholding of 1 percent was greater than the tax due under our 
present income tax, they would not receive any refund, as 1 percent 
would be the necessary minimum to pay. 

However, definite exemptions without limitation would apply. to 
any elective officer of the Government of the United States or any 
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officer of the executive branch of such Government whose appoint- 
ment to the office held by him was by the President of the United 
States, and subject to confirmation by the Congress or the courts of 
the United States, and whose tenure of office is at the pleasure of 
the President of the United States. 

Without boring you with further figures, I can substantiate my 
statement that under this proposed Philadelphia plan of taxation a 
minimum of $18 million would be forthcoming to the District of 
Columbia. 

We ask in all fairness if the contemplated bridges will be used 
pr imarily by the taxpayers of the District of Columbia or by residents 
of nearby States who work here but pay nothing in the form of taxes 
to the District of Columbia. 

A new bridge was opened to traffic on May 9, 1950, over the Potomac 
at 14th Street, and shortly thereafter the new South Capitol Street 
Bridge was opened. A check of the State tags will indicate where 
the first bridge mentioned, to Virginia, is used that more tags show 
Virginia, and where the second bridge is mentioned that about one- 
half of them bear Maryland tags. 

Gentlemen, as a taxpayer in the District of Columbia, how would 
you feel when the press in this city informs you that the committee 
on roads and approaches to the contemplated bridges entering the 
District of Columbia from Virginia, who were appointed by the 
distinguished Governor of Virginia, stated that they were in disagree- 
ment about the proposed locations of the bridges, and then further 
stated that Virginia’s finances could not provide for these roads or 
approaches and that if these bridges were built, that they, Virginia, 
would have to look to the Federal Government for payment of them? 

I would appreciate it if one of the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia would furnish for the record a copy of the 1950 Wash- 
ington metropolitan area transportation study, as I would prefer to 
keep the copy I have here to discuss with you. 

If you will study that, you will find in that analysis for a 24-hour 
average weekday that the District of Columbia citizens made 742,143 
trips per day for a percentage of 63.1 of the total; Maryland citizens 
made 217.865 trips per day for a percentage of 18.5 percent of the 
total; and Virginia citizens made 216,873 trips per day for a per- 
centage of 18.4 percent of the total. 

That survey, I might say, while it says 1950, was done in 1948, sir. 

To give you a graphic picture of what I mean, note the density 
of flow of ‘traffic outside the District of Columbia. That is what 
is causing it; and if a survey were made today, I would say you could 
add another 25 percent over those figures. 

That book will give you a graphic picture, more than all the sta- 
tistics which you may read. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I don’t know whether the 
Commissioners will have a copy of that available. We can find out 
about it, though. If not 

Mr. McKee. I will see you get this if you can’t get one, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Do you honestly believe that a person either in the $5,000 or $10,000 
bracket would give up that job here in the District of Columbia 
because he was being taxed either $50 or $100 a year by the District? 
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If they did, then we in the District would find a greater expense o; 
the District, as they would come to live in St. Elizabeths Hospital 
at our expense, as so many people from the various States are now 
doing. 

For the benefit of you gentlemen who have not served the District 
for a long period of time, may I inform you that the Federal Govern 
ment created the following parkways in Virginia, and in so doing paid 
the cost of these roads and highways; namely, the Mount Verno: 
Highway, the roads to and around the Pentagon, and the Shirle; 
Highway. 

Just think what these wonderful roads did to build up the State 
of Virginia, without any costs to them. 

We realize that the constituents of our Senators and Representa 
tives from Maryland and Virginia would not reelect them if they 
were to vote for the Philadelphia plan. Being without statehood 
we are at the mercy of the Senators and Congressmen from all the 
States; and unless those Congressmen and Senators give us the help 
in putting through this Philadelphia plan, then the only thing | 
can say is that it is your responsibility to go back to the 40-60 formula, 
or thereabouts. 

In closing, I have been informed that Mr. Abraham Wernick, 
assistant city solicitor for the city of Philadelphia, with offices at 713 
Market Street National Bank Building, knows more about the de- 
velopment and workings of the P hiladelphia wage tax than any other 
living person. I am Teliably informed that he has heretofore ap- 
peared before committees and given talks in various cities, and that 
he would be available to you. 

In conclusion, we object to the proposed increase of taxes as re- 
quested on gasoline, cigarettes, spirits, and wine. 

In beh: lf of the members of the Georgetown Businessmen’s Asso- 
ciation, I thank you for your patience, and we offer you our services 
in any capacity. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. McKee. 

Are there any questions ? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. No. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have any questions, 
Mr. Allen? 

Representative ALLEN of California. No. 

Representative.O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. McKee. 

Mr. McKee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. W. J. Smith, president 
of the Southeast Council of Citizens Associations. 

Mr. Smith, how much time do you feel you will require ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. SMITH, PRESIDENT, THE SOUTHEAST 
COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Smitu. I will not take more than 5 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the joint committee, | 
greatly appreciate your allowing me to make these brief remarks. 

I am proud to represent the Southeast Council of Citizens Asso- 
ciations, 13 in number, as its president. 

I am a delegate to the Federation of Citizens Associations, and the 
chairman of its fiscal relations and taxation committee; also I have 
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been, since its inception on July 1, 1952, a member of the Citizens’ 
Advisory Council and chairman of its committee on health and 
welfare. 

We unanimously beg your passage of this public-works program. 
That there is a positive need for it cannot be denied reasonably, by 
any one of you or of us. 

It is beyond argument that the city of Washington has ceased to 
be a big, overgrown town, and has become a very large, modern 
municipality with all of the demands which municipal requirements 
put upon it by any huge population living within limited and con- 
gested areas. 

It is a privilege to live in a well-organized, modern city. We, its 
citizens, realize that obligations accompany that privilege—the obliga- 
tions to live wisely with our fellow citizens of Washington and 
America, and to fairly share the burden of maintaining the Nation’s 
Capital. 

None of us like taxes, but there is no other way in which the job 
can be accomplished, and our city maintained. 

We find that forces over which we had no control compel the adop- 
tion of this proposed 10-year public-works program. 

We and those who know most about the needs of our city have found 
pressing requirements exist, which demand immediate remedies, to 
maintain this city as the safe, secure, and decent place the country 
and the city have the right to expect. 

You must accept the conclusion that the need, which the public- 
works program has been devised to meet, exists as an unfortunate fact 
which neither our mutual dislike that it exists, nor our wish that it 
did not, can change. 

You have no real option to exercise in this matter of necessity. I 
am sure that you will conclude that this is the very least that can 
be done, by way of disposing of the extremely critical problem that 
exists. 

You may well disagree with some of the new tax categories and 
substitute others; but on the public-works program every different 
solution that may be urged on you by its opponents has, I can assure 
you, been raised before, studied, analyzed, and found wanting, by those 
charged with the conception and execution of a sound program to 
meet our needs. 

Washington is not just a city or a municipality, after all. It was 
never thought or intended to be such. It was laid out to be the 
capital of a great nation, and that is just what it is. Its standards 
and requirements, therefore, are not those of any ordinary city. 
They must meet the demands of the greatest nation of the world 
today, and all nations look to it as the outstanding metropolis of 
present civilization. 

This is not just our city. It is the city of every citizen of the 
United States, and every visitor from all over the world. 

Henee, its facilities are used heavily, and beyond those of other 
cities. Our streets, schools, sewers, and everything Washington offers, 
belong to and are used by hundreds of thousands of our people every 
day from all over our country. Yet, we have no way of recapturing 
a penny of what that added use costs in increased maintenance and 
new construction costs. 
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Many of our Government clerks, our biggest source of potential 
aid, work in the center of the city, get paid, and then spend their pay 
in Virginia or Maryland. There is no way to make them substantial 
taxpayers. 

Our city limits are permanently fixed by law. They take from 
Washington their livelihood. They give back little. ‘ 

Business even now has moved out to be within reach of the flights 
of our population. 

These are real problems, which differentiates Washington from 
other cities. 

It prevents intelligent and reliable comparison. What might, 
otherwise, be conventional methods of comparison cease to be work. 
able. They only confuse our bridges, buildings, streets, roads, 
sewers—everything must be more than just practical or usable. They 
must express forcefully, for many reasons, what the city symbolic ally 
really is—the spiritual expression of the supremacy of our great 
people. 

All this eosts money. All this makes Washington different. All 
this is made necessary not because we happen to live here, but because 
all of the people all over the country want it that way. 

In the past we have met our share of those costs. We have sus- 
tained and met our burden; but we have no great industries to aid us, 
and the very great majority of our people are not financially able to go 
much farther in carr ying heavier taxes. 

There are many sections of this city where the people live modestly. 
They are in the low-bracket groups. They give, but their contri 
butions necessarily are limited. We cannot create a large tax potential 
outofthem. The rest of the people do a good job. Real estate assess- 
ments are high. 

The present bill calls for substantially increased taxation. Our citi 

zens will do their share as they have in the past. 
_ However, they desire the country to know that alone the taxpaying 
people of the District of Columbia cannot financially carry the burden 
which is made necessary because they share with the entire Nation what 
it is the duty of the entire Nation to share with them—a common re- 
sponsibility of all to make and continue to maintain this city as the 
greatest in this country and in the world. 

Again, I thank you for permitting me to make this statement on 
behalf of the Southeast Council of Citizens Associations, and say again 
we are 100 percent behind the program. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Mrs. John Latimer, president of the League of Women Voters of the 
District of Columbia. 

Mrs. Latimer, could you tell me about how long you think you will 
require ¢ 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JOHN F. LATIMER, PRESIDENT, LEAGUE OF 
WOMEN VOTERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mrs. Latimer. I think maybe 2 minutes. 

Representative O° Hara of Minnesota. Two minutes. Thank you. 
If you can finish in 2 minutes, you shall have three medals. 

Mrs. Larter. All right; you time me now. 
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The League of Women Voters of the District of Columbia whole- 
heartedly endorses the public- works bill, H. R. 7389. 

The 10-year construction program provided for in this bill will at 
least help our city reduce its 20 to 30 year backlog of needed public 
wor ks. 

If the bill does not pass, no money will be available for construction 
or repairs to schools, hospitals, and for many other essentials. 

The urgency of this situation has been duly emphasized by President 
Kise nhower in his state of the Union message and in his budget mes- 
sage. 

‘Members of the League of Women Voters have studied the proposed 
public-works program at discussion meetings held by our groups 
throughout the city. Our members came to the decision that we should 
vigorously support this bill. 

The obsolescence and inadequacies of many city facilities need not 
be reiterated. We have children in overcrowded schools. If there is 
no new construction, hundreds will soon be in part-time classes. 

The other day we had 121 children in the District receiving home, a 
tuilding which has a maximum capacity of 43 

Rock Creek is still virtually an open sewer running through the 
heart of the Nation’s Capital. 

The plan for financing the public-works program has resulted from 
months of study and compromise by many of our ablest citizens, by 
the Commissioners and by the Bureau of the Budget. 

The League of Women Voters agrees that District citizens niust 
help pay the cost. 

As District citizens, ourselves, we are willing to accept some increase 
in our taxes. 

We feel it would be disastrous if passage of the bill bogs down in 
a stalemate argument as to which taxes should be increased. 

However, we have felt that for many years the Federal payment 
to the District has not been commensurate with the amount of non- 
taxable, federally owned land in the city nor with the services rend- 
ered to the Federal Government by the District government. The 
proposed increase will not make up the inadequacy ‘of past payments. 
Without this increase in the annual Federal payment, we do not believe 
that the public-works program can be financed. 

We believe that our city must not continue under a system of piece- 
neal, patchwork construction, struggling along with facilities that 
are on the edge of brenkdown. 

We strongly urge that this joint committee recommend the passage 
of the H. R. 7389 and press for its early consideration. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mrs. 
Latimer. 

Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. She did it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think she will have to get 
those three medals. 

Mr. Joseph Kaufmann, president of the Federation of Citizens 
Associations. 

Mr. Kaufmann, can you indicate the approximate time you will 
require ? 
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. KAUFMANN, PRESIDENT, FEDERATION 
OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Kaurmann. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be given 5 minutes, 
I would like to furnish a longer statement. 

May I have 5 minutes? 

Representative O"HAra of Minnesota. You may require 5 and if you 

require 2 more, we can give you 2 more. 

Mr. Kavrmann. No: I have tried to boil this down. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Kaufmann, your entire 
statement may appear af this point in the record, so that the entire 
statement is in the record. 

Mr. Kaurmann. Well, what I am asking to do, Mr. Chairman—I 
would like to present a further statement, at a very early date. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. You may have 
that permission, and that statement may be incorporated in the record. 

Mr. Kaurmann. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, honorable Senators and Congressmen, it gives me 
great pleasure to appear before your distinguished group, many of 
whom I have the pleasure of knowing personally ‘ 

I appear before you as president of the Federation of Citizens 
Associations of the District of Columbia, an organization of 64 repre- 
sentative citizens’ groups, from every nook and cranny of the District. 

You undoubtedly know that each of these 64 groups sends 2 dele- 
gates to our federation, which in turn refers specific problems to its 
standing committees, for consideration and report. 

Our committee on fiscal relations and taxation, chaired by Mr. 
William J. Smith, who just testified before you and who has cooper- 
ated in the presentation of this detailed statement, has spent many 
hours considering the problem before you and many of its members 
have attended meetings of member bodies and other civic organiza- 
tions in their consideration of the same problem. 

I do not have to tell you that our 130 delegates receive as their only 
compensation the pleasure of serving their fellow citizens in this 
and other work. 

The problem as we see it is to preserve the District of Columbia 
as the seat of the National Government in a manner befitting our great 
Nation, and at the same time to furnish all necessary municipal! 
services to the District of Columbia citizens. These are manifold and 
‘nclude police and fire protection, water and sewer services, bridges 
and highways, hospitals, schools, playgrounds, correctional institu- 
tions, and health and welfare services. 

You have been informed in great detail that our present sources of 
revenue for the current fiscal year will provide inadequately for opera- 
tional expenses alone; they will not provide the funds required to 
repalce and expand our municipal plant. 

The highways and bridges, water supply and distribution, sanitary 
sewage and storm-water sewers, schools, hospitals, and other institu- 
tions, which service the rising population oF our metropolitan area, 
could not be built as rapidly as the need arose during the war and only 
limited funds have since been available by reason of the fact that we 
are required to pay as we go. 

I will not presently restate in detail the dollar needs for the « capital 
improvements which will barely serve to meet our current moderniza 
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tion program for the coming 10 years. These have been covered by 
istrict officials and will doubtless be labored by others: However, | 
must emphasize our needs, which cannot be denied. They are cur- 
rently exemplified tragically by the health problem, created by our 
bursting and undersize sewers, and the juvenile delinquency problem, 
contributed largely to by our lack of adequate juvenile custodial 
quarters. ; 

I tell you, gentlemen, that you will find no citizens more willing 
than W ashingtonians to bear their fair share of taxes and to carry 
the burdens and responsibilities of this city in which we live. 

Every member of each of our affiliated citizens associations is eager 
to pt articipate in the struggle to prevent Washington from becoming a 
decadent city. 

Our delegates heard a detailed report in this matter for one entire 
Saturday evening in December in the District Building where we hold 
our regular meetings. Final action was tabled for a month so all 
de legates could study the report further and consult with their respec- 
tive ‘separate memberships, then report back. After a 3-hour debate, 
and after every alternative had been considered and rejected, the 
following resolution was adopted : 

Vow, therefore, be it resolved: That the Federation of Citizens Associations 
of the District of Columbia, in regular meeting assembled, this 9th day of Janu- 
ary 1954, heartily express our approval of the public-works program in principle 
and petition the Congress to approve and authorize the same; 

Further resolved: That we strongly oppose the enactment of further taxes of 
any nature whatsoever, except to the extent proposed and as a part of the 
present public-works bill, and that we cannot possibly endure any increase in the 
present tax structure on real estate. 

We bespeak your speedy passage of the admittedly needed public- 
works program. 

I cannot leave you, however, without detailing the reservations 
voiced in the adoption of our resolution. 

Our delegates, the members of our citizens associations, every 
citizen of the fair city must join with us as we bring these reservations 
to your attention: 

We request that you, the Congress, in adopting this program, do 
so by action and in language sufficiently strong to insure the citizens 

f the District of Columbia that each suce eeding Congress will honor 
te year-to-year appropriations required to complete the entire pro- 
gram. 

We indicate our strong belief that all bridge, highway, and sewer 
or water projects affecting Maryland, Virginia, and the District of 
Columbia require that those States bear the cost of their share of such 
proves ts. 

We reserve the right to object to specific taxes proposed and to 
suggest others, more produc tive and less burdensome, in detail, within 
the next few days; also, to be heard from year to year on the priority 
by which proposed projects are to be constructed, and to propose sub- 
stitute projects whose need may not be presently apparent. 

4. We reiterate our dissatisfaction at the continued failure of the 
Congress to bear its proper share of the cost of operation of the Dis- 
triet as the Nation’s ieedbal a and 

We ask that you compare the taxes paid by District residents 
W ith those paid by residents of other States and cities and so publicize 
the fact that the citizens of this District do pay their own way, and 
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that the Congress does not bear the cost of operating this District, 
to the end that the citizens of this great country will join with us, 
the citizens of the District of Columbia, in our demand that the Fed- 
eral Government bear its fair share of the cost of preserving and op- 
erating the Nation’s Capital in a manner befitting the greatest of al! 
democracies. 

I thank you gentlemen for allowing me to appear before you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mr. Kaufmann. 

Are there any questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Harris. 

Thank you, Mr. Kaufmann. 

Mr. William Thomas, representing the National Gateway Citizens 
Association. 

Representative Harris. Mr. Chairman, let me ask Mr, Kaufmann 
& question. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Surely. 

Representative Harris. What was the date of that resolution you 
were reading from? 

Mr. Kavrmann. This was adopted January 9, sir. 

This matter first came up before our association the first Saturday 
in December, was tabled for 1 month, and then came up on January 
® for further consideration. 

Representative Harris. You reserved there in the resolution fur- 
ther questions for additional methods of increased revenues. Has 
that been undertaken ¢ 

Mr. Kaurmann. At our meeting we endorsed the public works 
program, and we put the reservations in. Our fiscal relations and 
taxation committee will, I suspect, present the matter the first Satur- 
day night, which will be the 6th of February, and I expect to have 
something in your hands on the 10th of February. 

Representative Harris. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

How much time will you require, Mr. Thomas? 

Mr. Tuomas. Just a couple of minutes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. About 2 minutes. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM P. THOMAS, JR., REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL GATEWAY CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Tuomas. All I want to do is supplement the statement, which 
I would like to have go in the record. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. All right; your statement 
may go in the record in full at this point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Thomas is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM P. THOMAS, JR., REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL GATEWAY 
CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


We have made some study of the present bill, and while we consider many 
of the improvements listed as both desirable and necessary, we feel it imperative 
to register objections to certain parts of the bill. These differences could per- 
haps have been reconciled by a bringing together of the divergent points of view. 
The bill will not settle our highway problems, and primarily, we want to know 
where it will all end, as far as the expenses of building bridges, freeways, etc. 
is concerned. Also, the bill has dropped items, in the interest of reducing the 
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total. If we are going to have an omnibus bill, why shouldn't it cover every- 
thing, instead of having other expenses come to plague us later. The board of 
trade’s survey include these additional items, and this survey was quite com- 
prehensive. 

The highway program is designed to afford relief from a set of conditions faced 
by many other cities today. It is designed to allow a freer traffic flow into and 
out of the city. The citizens living within the city, who deserve first considera- 
tion, seem to have been considered last. To pay the cost of this program they 
will have to pay an increased tax on gasoline. If a residential or commercial 
street is widened, they will suffer loss. Even through the establishment of a 
one-way street, with attendant parking restrictions, they may suffer a-loss: 
The establishment of superhighways in built-up sections of the city have already 
caused hardships, such as in Kenilworth. Property values may go up as a result 
of these improvements, but these rises have been largely offset by increased as- 
sessments, which quickly nullify any temporary gains. 

District residents may benefit by this program in a small way. The resident 
who drives a car will drive on better, wider streets, like his counterpart from 
other States. He can get into and out of the city quicker, but this is generally 
a lesser problem with the District of Columbia resident. He may even enjoy 
driving over the new bridges. But these gains are not material, when he meas- 
ures the cost. If outsiders are prohibited from parking, he is too. He would 
perhaps gain from a highway or bridge which diverted traffic entirely away from 
the city, but many object to this too. 

The parking problem, as an issue to itself, has not been approached with much 
confidence, either by the city, or by the various organizations studying it. 
Space is just too valuable downtown, and no one wants to park on the outskirts 
in parking centers. Prohibition of downtown parking within an established 
boundary may well set up parking problems just outside the boundary. But 
this is what we should solve first, before embarking on any ambitious highway 
program. The city transportation system, if augmented by various shuttle 
lines in downtown areas where parking is strictly limited, may provide adequate 
service. But it must be recognized that much delay results from the interference 
of other traffic. The parking problem, as such, does not appear to have been 
considered in this bill. 

Our highway department was designed to construct streets for the benefit 
of the District of Columbia taxpayers, with the Federal Government paying 
a share on certain streets considered important to tourist trafhe. On this basis, 
for many years our highway department stayed within its budget. We should 
keep it that way. If outsiders demand improvements, let them pay for them. 

The other items on the bill (general fund items) some ten in number, have 
practically all been considered in previous budget hearings on District of Colum- 
hia appropriation bills, and generally have found favorable response with the 
public. We are in favor of this construction. We are also in favor of the addi- 
tion of two other construction items to the bill. They are (1) a new municipal 
lodging house, for the relief of transient men and women who are unfortunate 
enough to be stranded in this city, and (2) a new west administration building for 
the city government. As to the latter, and more expensive item, it should be kept 
in mind that the Federal Government owns the old building located at 14th and E 
streets NW., that it is within the Federal Triangle, and that they may wish to oc- 
cupy this building in order to reduce the rents they pay in other buildings. The 
East Administration Building meanwhile sits in lonesome majesty on Indiana 
Avenue with a parking lot occupying a space which should be filled with its sister 
building. Lesser cities than Washington have impressive civic centers. At 
least, all the citizens of Washington could go and look at the new building, 
whether they drove a car or not. The advantage of having all the District of 
Columbia agencies in one area should be obvious. 

Now as to the fiscal aspects of the bill. The amendment to the personal-prop- 
erty tax law would get rid of an unpopular tax. We have been in favor of that. 
The one-half cent rise in the income taxes we feel would not be excessive, and 
it is certainly a fairer tax, The flat-fee schedule used in computing motor- 
vehicle taxes we feel would be an advantage both to the individual taxpayer and 
to the District. As to the increases proposed for vault rents, beer and alcoholic 
beverages, bus mileage, and cigarettes, there is no objection to a reasonable in- 
crease. The Federal sales tax on communications has proved quite unpopular 
and this extension to the District of Columbia taxes will not be welcomed. We 
realize that it is now on gas and electricity, but we have never favored that. 


42387—_54——__-40 
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Summary. No objection to the above sources of revenue, except as stated 
above (and the objection to the rise in the gasoline tax), for we feel them to be 
fair. The proposed Federal contribution in the bill we also believe to be fair. 
if that amount is kept in the bill. But we must reiterate our belief that the 
highway increase would not be necessary if the needs of the people in the District 
of Columbia were a prime consideration, therefore we cannot go along with that 
part of the expenditure. 

Mr. Tuomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: Our citizens’ asso- 
ciation has generally supported programs for improvement, and also 
supported the necessary taxation to make these programs possible, and 
we support this program in principle. 

We have one chief objection to it, and that is the highway part of this 
program. 

It. is unfortunate that we should have this objection, but we feel that 

-the-time has come to find out,just where we stand in regard to traffic 
problems of this city. 

These superhighways and bridges are designed to bring traffic into 
the city and out of the city, but once they are in the city we don’t 
know what to do with them. The costs are constantly rising, and I 
hope that the committee will consider this statement which I have 
made in regard to highways, in which I have elaborated on what I have 
just said. 

There are two other points I would like to make in connection with 
this. 

As far as the fiscal part of this program is concerned, we have no ob- 
jection to it except for the increase in the gas tax which is made 
necessary, of course, by the highway program, to which we object. 

The other thing I would like to point out is that when this program 
was first started it amounted to about $350 million and there have been 
certain items deleted therefrom. We would like to see a couple of those 
items put back in the bill. One of them isa small item, which has to do 
with a new municipal lodging house which was stopped for some reason 
or another, and the other is the new west administration building for 
the District. 

I have a paragraph in on that. So, I won’t elaborate on that, either. 

I would like to say in summary that if we could reconcile the dif- 
ferences in regard to the highways, especially just what we are going to 
do with all of this traffic that is coming into the District, we would be in 
favor of the bill as a whole; and I certainly hope we can do something 
toward that, too. 

I thank you very much for your attention. 

Representative ‘O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Thomas. 

Mrs. Harvey Wiley, president of the Women’s City Club. 

Mrs. Wiley, could you be kind enough to indicate how much time you 
will require? 

Mrs. Witey. Not over 3 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mrs. Wiley 


STATEMENT OF MRS. HARVEY W. WILEY, PRESIDENT, WOMEN’S 
CITY CLUB OF WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mrs. Wier. I think it is a great honor to be allowed to come. 
Representative O'Hara of Minnesota, It isa great honor to have you 
here with us. 
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Mrs. Wier. Iam Mrs. Harvey W. Wiley, president of the Women’s 
City Club of Washington, D. C. 

Tam the daughter of Brig. Gen. John C. Kelton, Adjutant General of 
the United States Army and the widow of Dr. Harvey W. Wiley, father 
of the pure food law. 

I have lived in the District of Columbia since 1885—a period of 68 

years—and am deeply interested in the welfare of the city. 
* T have been active in the Kalorama Citizens Association and I have 
been a delegate to the Federation of Citizens Associations for a number 
of years. ‘Both of these or ganizations, as you have just heard, have 
endorsed the public works progr am which we are discussing today. 

Today I represent the Women’s City Club of Washington, D, C., 
located at 1733 I Street, an organization of women now in its 34th 
vear of existence, which owns and operates its. own clubhouse, one 
of the few women’s clubs to own a clubhouse. We are affiliated with 
50 or more women’s city clubs in other parts of the country. It, too, 
has endorsed the public works program. Attached is a resolution 
assed December 2, 1953. 

Mr. Chairman, may the resolution go in the record? 
Representative O°Hara of Minnesota. It may follow your 
statement. 

Mrs. Wirey. Thank you. 

As responsible citizens and taxpayers in the Nation’s Capital, the 
members of the Women’s City Club realize the desperate situation 
in our city. As Mr. Auld, superintendent of our sewage system, 
said, the condition of the sewers of the old city south of Florida 
Avenue, is generally decrepit. In 1952 a crisis arose when a 36-inch 
water main burst on the Canal Road, which turned out to be a 90-year- 
old cast-iron pipe. It caused a crisis which lasted 7 hours, until 
repaired: According to the Times Herald, the ait-conditioning 
stopped, the hospitals deferred operating, newspapers were crippled 
by the shutdown, water was dispensed in buckets to homes by emer- 
gency wagons of the fire department, et cetera. 

We learn in the newspapers that in many schools there are 40 pupils 
to 1 teacher, an unworkable number; we learn that the jail is greatly 
overcrowded; that the Receiving Home has 125 children crowded 
into space intended for 43, and so on. 

The conditions here are distressing. Something must be done. 

When my family came to Washington City in 1885 the city had a 
population of about 200,000 and Florida Avenue was the old city 
limit. The first electric lights were installed just 4 years prior to 
our arrival and the first electric streetcars came in 1898, I remember 
the flood on Pennsylvania in 1889. So, great things have been accom- 
plished during my lifetime here; but much remains to be done. 

The present deplorable condition of the city is due, we believe, to 
the change in the Federal contribution to the District of Columbia 
from a 40-60 ratio, in 1938, to a lump sum which has now diminished 
to about 8 percent of the cost of running the city. 

If the 50-50 ratio, continued up to 1929, or the 40-60 stopped by 
law in 1938 had been continued to the present time we believe we 
would not now need the $305 million for repairs included in the 
public works program. 


I 
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Moreover, the taxpaying citizens who occupy only 48 percent of 
the area of the city should not, I believe, be expected to pay such a 
jarge part of the tax burden of the Federal C ity. 

The Women’s City Club of Washington, D. C., first. passed a resolu- 
tion on December 3, 1952, asking for a return to the 40-60 ratio of 
financial support for the Federal City and we also asked for the 
repeal of the personal property tax on household goods as being 
inequitably levied. 

Neither of these have come to pass and the city is deteriorating more 
and more from year to year. Something must be done. Hence, we 
welcomed the public works plan first suggested by the Engineer Com- 
missioner Bernard L. Robinson, and endorsed by Mr. John A. Reilly, 
president of the Second National Bank, Mr. Francis G. Addison, presi- 
dent of the Security Bank and chairman of the 25-member committee 
of the city’s leading citizens. 

This plan has now been revised and brought up to date by our pres 
ent Engineer Commissioner Brig. Gen. Louis W. Prentiss, and is now 
before this committee in bill H. R. 7389. 

The members of the Women’s City Club fully realize that everyone 
cannot be an expert on every subject. We must find someone on whom 
we can rely and then back that person and use what influence we have 
to assist him to accomplish what he deems best. We believe that ou: 
Engineer Commissioner, General Prentiss—I heard him make a speech 
on December 2, and I was so much impressed that I went right back to 
the club and gave them all the details, and it was on the basis of his 
speech that we endorsed this plan. We believe him to be such an ex- 
pert and, therefore, we endorse the plan drawn up and sponsored by 
him, which is now before this committee 


Thank you very much. I appreciate being allowed to speak. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Mrs. Wiley, and 
I am sure General Prentiss is appreciative also. 

(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


Women’s City CLUB, 
Washington, D.C 

Whereas the city of Washington, D. C. is in a decrepit condition; the water 
mains are ancient; its sewage facilities are inadequate; we need new storm 
sewers; we need new schools, hospitals and other buildings and we need more 
highways and bridges : 

Whereas the residents of the Disrcrict of Columbia cannot supply all these in 
adequacies by themselves, but must work in harmony with the Federal Gov 
ernment ; 

Whereas a plan has been approved by our three Commissioners and now en 
dorsed by the Federal Bureau of the Budget to meet these expenses; viz: 
$83,326,000 for schools, hospitals and other buildings; $46,420,000 in storm 
sewers; $36,942,000 for water facilities; $27,854,000 for sanitary sewers and 
$111,908,000 for highway improvements : 

Whereas as responsible members of the community we must endorse these 
careful plans drawn up after several years of thoughtful labor; by our Con 
missioners ; therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we, the members of the Women’s City Club of Washington. 
I>. C., desiring to support this program, hereby endorse the public works plan 
for $306,450,000 worth of public works, of which the District of Columbia resi 
dents are to supply $4,500,000 a year for a period of 10 years, by the following 
increased taxes; cigarettes, 1 cent per pack ; beer, $2 per barrel: spirits, 25 cents 
per gallon; champagne, 7% cents per gallon; wine, 5 cents per gallon; gaso 
line, 1 cent per gallon; individual income tax, 1 percent increase in all taxable 
brackets ; local communications, 2 percent sales tax; insurance tax, one-half 
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ercent on net premium receipts; bus mileage tax, from 8 mills to 2 cents per 
mile on routed buses except those operating in conjunction with streetcars. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Gertrude Evans, execu- 
‘ive secretary of the Progresive Party of the District of Columbia. 

Mrs. Evans, could you indicate to us about what length of time you 
will require ? 

Mrs. Evans. I have a very short statement. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. In minutes? 

Mrs. Evans. Oh, just a few minutes, 4 or 5 minutes; maybe not that 
long. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. If you will, you may file two 
copies of your statement with the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. GERTRUDE EVANS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
PROGRESSIVE PARTY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mrs. Evans. I am Gertrude Evans, executive secretary of the Pro- 
gressive Party of the District of Columbia. 

The Progressive Party of the District of Columbia supports the 
proposed public works program for the District of ere It is 
appar that this program should be carried out if the Nation's 

Capital is to be a Federal City worthy of its name. 

With the Federal Government assuming a fair share of its responsi- 
bility to the District the program can be realized. 

As has been pointed out by the District officials, the Federal Govern- 
ment has not been paying its share toward the operating of the city 
where it derives many benefits. It seems about time that the Federal 
Government assumed this responsibility. 

It has been estimated that 42 percent of the taxable property owned 
by the Federal Government is tax exempt. 

The proposed Federal payment and the full reimbursement to the 
District for water and sewer services rendered to the Federal Govern- 
ment will be a forward step in financing the proposed projects. 

Besides loans, as another method of finane ing, it is suggested that 
long-term bonds be issued as in the practice in other cities. 

We are opposed to the levying of additional taxes, as this would 
be a burden on low-income groups, especially the Negro people, who 
are already burdened with the high cost of living i in ‘this city, which 
has one of the highest, if not the highest, cost-of-living indexes in the 
Nation. 

The deplorable conditions in most of the departments and institu- 
tions are too well known to require much elaboration. Any program 
that will alleviate these conditions should be welcomed by the people 
of the city. 

The building program is long overdue. This applies to the schools, 
hospitals and sanatoriums, the “public health and welfare institutions. 

The situation in the schools with part-time classes and overcrowd- 
ing, especially in the Negro schools, is a disgrace. 

The ov ercrowding and lack of proper accommodations in the wel- 
fare institutions is likewise shoc king. Here the youth, the dependent, 
the delinquent, and the aged, suffer from lack of accommodations. 
The youth because of the crowded conditions are released, instead of 
being rehabilitated, and become a menace to society instead of becom- 
ing useful members of society. 
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The plans for the Department of Public Health are a step in tly 
right direction. The building of a tuberculosis hospital building is 
necessary in this city where the rate from that disease is high. 

Much more is needed to bring the work of the Department up to the 
necessary standards. 

It should be pointed out that the District officials, depending o 
the enactment of the public-works program, have reduced the budget 
figures to an alltime low. It is, therefore, essential that this program 
be carried out, 

We want to again stress the fact that the Nation’s Capital should 
lead the Nation in fulfilling the needs of the people and be a city 
where all the people of the country can look to with pride. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mrs 
. ans; and you have kept within your commitments. 

Mrs. Evans. Thank you. 

Re »presentative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Phillip S. Smith, chai: 
man of the legislative committee of the Twentieth Century Club. 

Is Mrs. Smith here ¢ 

She will have permission, if she desires to do so, to file her statement 

Mr. Howard; Woodson, representing the Far Northeast Council 
and Northeast Boundary Civic Association. 

Mr. Woodson, about how much time do you think you will require! 

Mr. Woopson. I would like to have about 7 minutes and I would 
like to have about 114 minutes for Dr. James, the president of the Far 
Northeast Council, to make a few remarks. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Woodson. 

Each of you state your full names for the record. 


STATEMENT OF DR. REGINALD G. JAMES, PRESIDENT, THE FAR 
NORTHEAST COUNCIL 


Dr. James. a Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Dr. Reginald G. James, president of the Far Northeast Council. 

The Far Northeast Counce il, which is located in the far northeast 
corner of the city, east of the Anacostia River, in its regular Januar) 
meeting of this year resolved that we do support and indorse the Com 
missioners’ publie- works program. 

Our area is badly in need of many public-works facilities and we are 
especially interested in the completion of the junior high school at 42d 
and Grant Streets, the elementary school at 56th and East Capitol 
Streets, flood control for Watts Run, Piney Run, Polk Street drain- 
age, and storm sewers for the entire area. 

We hope to see many street improvements that are sorely needed. 

I thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you, Dr. James. 

Mr. Woodson, you may proceed with your testimony. 

Mr. Woopson. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. If you will, state your full 
name for the reeord. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD D. WOODSON, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC WORKS, THE FAR NORTHEAST COUNCIL 


Mr. Woopson. My name is Howard D. Woodson. I am chairman 
of the committee on public works for the Far Northeast Council. 
(Mr. Woodson’s prepared statement is as follows:) 
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JANUARY 2S, 1954. 


Re appropriations for the needs of the far northeastern section of the District 
of Columbia represented by this council. 


Hon. FRANCIS CASE, 
Chairman, United States Senate Committee of District of Columbia, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CASE: The Far Northeast Council has instructed this com 
mittee to convey its endorsement of the public works program for the Distriet 
of Columbia and request that Congress pass H. R. 7389 to implement same. 

The Far Northeast Council represents 19 civic and parent-teachers associa 
tions in the northeast section of the District of Columbia and adjacent southeast 
sections east of the Anacostia River representing a population of about 60,000 
and an area of 4 square miles. 

This public-works program includes, under the “Recommended highway im 
provement program,” page No. 62, Deane Avenue, Grant Street, and Eastern 
Avenue; and under sanitary sewers, flood-control projects on Watts Run, Pine 
Run, and Polk Street drainage area. 


FLOOD-CONTROL CONSTRUCTION 


All three projects rise in Maryland which drainage add to both the floods 
and pollution of the far northeast . 

Watts Run is next to Rock Creek the largest stream in the District of Columbia. 
It rises-in Seat Pleasant and Capitol Heights and runs roughly parallel to the 
right-of-way of former Seat Pleasant line of Capital Transit Co., extending about 
3 miles westward and emptying into the Anacostia River. It overflows its banks 
several times each year in many places to a height above first floor of buildings, 
flooding basements, undermining foundations, eroding property, and leaving a 
scum of filth from the privies and pigpens in Maryland that are potential pesti- 
lence to this entire city. In the past it has been necessary for fire-fighting equip- 
ment to rescue citizens from their homes. 

Many housing projects have been constructed in this area and storm-water 
sewers which empty into Watts Run greatly increasing the runoff and causing 
flash floods in Watts Run. Many hundred acres of land adjacent to Watts 
Run subject to intermittent floods lie idle, which when flood construction is 
completed will be improved by buildings greatly increasing the District of 
of Columbia revenue from taxes. 

Flood-control construction consists of straightening, widening, deepening, 
and paving streambed. To straighten streambed it was necessary to purchase 
land known as Watts Run Parkway, for which about $250,000 was appropriated 
by Congress and spent. 

The flooding of property in valley of Watts Run is caused in part by bridges 
that are too low in relation to streambed. Since street grades fix elevations 
of bridges, they cannot be changed economically. Hence bottom of streambed 
must be lowered which involves the lowering or replacing of existing sanitaty 
sewers which cross this streambed—which will cost $660,000. The total cost of 
flood-control construction in streambed is estimated at $3,007,000, which will 
be extended over several years. 

Piney Run rises in Maryland and runs parallel to both Central Avenue and 
Benning Road and empties into the Anacostia River near Potomac Electric 
Power Co. powerhouse. 

This stream during heavy rains floods Benning Road, a main arterial highway 
of this section, and either greatly slows or often stops all traffic. 

Public-works program includes $966,000 for storm-water construction on 
streambed and $40,000 for sanitary sewers. East Capitol storm waters empties 
into Piney Run and add cost $3,760,000. 

The Polk Street area drainage project in Kenilworth aims to eliminate floods 
caused’ by a stream which rises in Maryland and flows roughly parallel .to 
Douglas and Polk Streets for a very short distance and empties into the 
Anacostia River. For work on streambed estimated cost $1,345,000 and for 
sanitary sewer estimated cost $176,000. 

The growth of the far northeast has nearly outgrown the capacity of the 
interceptor sewer along east side of Anacostia River and to construct a new in 
terceptor sewer $1,500,000 is provided. 

Highways: Deane Avenue, Grant Street, and Eastern Avenue as shown on 
recommended highway improvement program, 1952, page 62. 
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This consists of opening and grading parts of and paving all of Deane Avenue 
from Kenilworth Avenue to 50th Street and Grant Street from 50th Street t 
Eastern Avenue and Eastern Avenue from Grant Street to George Palmer High 
way as shown on enclosed map in red. 

This is the principal arterial highway for several square miles of this area 
of the District of Columbia and adjacent Maryland. The Seat Pleasant line 
buses of the Capital Transit Co. use the highway, and on it much of the com 
mercial enterprises of this area are located. The population of this area is 
approximately 30,000. 

Deane Avenue is not open at all between Minnesota Avenue and 44th Street 
Nk. and only for a width of 20 feet between 44th and 48th Streets NE. When a 
bus stops on this 20-foot wide stretch, it often blocks all traffic. Between Minne 
sota Avenue and 44th Street the Capitol Transit Co. has paved their right-of 
way and uses it as a private street from which the public is excluded. This high 
way varies from 90 feet to 110 feet in width. 

The Dean Avenue underpass is very inadequate in width, it serves traffi 
from Sheriff Road, Dean Avenue, Minnesota Avenue, and Kenilworth Avenue 
luring rush hours there is traffic congestion here. The proposed Fort Drive wi! 
pass through this underpass. 

When these projects are completed the adjacent vacant land which will be re- 
claimed will be improved by buildings and the tax revenue for the Government 
Will be increased greatly. This project is part of the development that includes 
Kenilworth Avenue, which is continuation of the Washington-Baltimore Park- 
way, and is also an outlet for the George Palmer Highway. 

Schools: We endorse also the construction of school buildings included in the 
publie-works program. The District of Columbia budget proposes a junior high 
school at 42d and Grant Streets NE. and.an elementary school at Bast Capitol 
and 56th Streets NE., both of which are required by the increase of population 
in this area. 

Thanking you for this opportunity to present our dire need we are. 

Respectfully yours, 
Howarp D. Woopson, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works 


Mr. Woopson. I don’t know whether you can see this or not, but 


this is a map of our area. 

This, as you are all familiar, is the Anacosta River. Our residents 
call it the Eastern Branch. 

This is Benning Road, going out here. I guess you know that. 

This is East Capitol Street. 

We, the Far Northeast Council, represent 19 civic associations an¢ 
parent-teacher associations in this area east of the Anacostia River, 
running to the boundaries of Maryland and coming over to about 
Riggs Road, which is near Fort Dupont. 

We have a population of about 60,000 in there, and about 4 square 
miles of territory represented. 

In the public-works program, as presented to you by the District 
government, there are three major flood control projects. One is 
Watts Run. 

You will notice these green patches all the way down. 

Some years ago the Federal Government appropriated a quarte! 
of a million dollars, not all at once but at different times, to buy the 
land that is necessary to straighten this streambed. 

That streambed comes down very crooked. It is like that. You 
will notice how that curves and crooks around. It is alluvial soil, 
like the valley of the Mississippi River, and at every flood it changes its 
course ; and, so, it was necessary to have flood-control construction to 
confine it. 

So they bought this land that is shown in green along there, so that 
they can straighten, widen, and deepen and pave the streambed. 
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There is another stream that comes down parallel to Benning Road 
that floods it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Woodson, has this been 
approved by the Commissioners in their proposed plan ¢ 

Mr. Woopson. It is in the proposed plan of the Commissioners, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Then, Mr. Woodson, while 
it is, of course, of interest to you, as it is to us, I would say that, there- 
fore, we are certainly going to be for you, if that is their recommenda. 
tion, as far as it is humanly possible. 

Mr. Woopson. Yes. 

I wanted to say that this area out here has increased in popula- 
tion to a point where it has about doubled in the last 10 years, and 
there’s plenty of property there of residence and apartment houses, 
in all of our area, that shows that we will pay our share of the taxes 
that are going to be levied, and we are now paying our share. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The development is both 
an apartment housing development as well as individual homes? 

Mr. Woopson. Yes, sir. 

This part of Washington is one of the latest developments, and 
it is the far northeastern section of the District of Columbia; and, 
therefore, it hasn’t been developed to the extent that the northwest 
and parts of the northeast have been developed. In other words, it 
has suffered very seriously, and we welcome this opportunity that 
we can share in this program. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you feel, Mr. Woodson, 
that the proposals of the Commissioners in this bill, that is, gener- 
ally speaking, the need of schools, the need of the sewers, waterworks, 


streets and highways, and the other capital improvements, represent, 
generally speaking, sound and feasible recommendations, and you 
support them; is that it? 

Mr. Woopson. We do. We do, and the Far Northeast Council 
supports this pete works program, and also the Federation of Civic 


Associations has passed a resolution to support this public works 
program of the District of Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Did you have any written statement you desired to file? 

Mr. Woopson. I have. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That you might file with 
the reporter, two copies, if you will, Mr. Woodson. 

Mr. Woopson. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’HAra of Minnesota. And if you desire it may 
appear at the commencement of your testimony so it will be in chrono- 
logical order. 

Mr. Woopson. Thank you. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Does that conclude your 
statement, Mr. Woodson ? 

Mr. Woopson. Yes; thank you. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Woodson. 

Mr. Woopson. Thank you. 

Do you want me to leave this map or not ? 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. No; you can take that with 
you because I am sure in the Commissioners’ plans and specifications 
they have all that information. 

Mr. William Carr, representing the Lamont Heights Citizens As- 
sociation. 

Mr. Carr may file his statement in the record, if he desires to do go. 

Mrs. Charles A. Burmeister, representing the Northwest Council 
of Citizens Association. 

Mrs. Burmeister, about how much time will you require? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. CHARLES A. BURMEISTER, REPRESENTING 
THE NORTHWEST COUNCIL OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mrs. Burmeister. I think I can present it in less than a minute, 

znd it is not necessary to read it if it is all right to just submit it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right : we will be happy 
to have you submit it, and if you want to make some statement orally, 
we will be happy to hear from you. 

Mrs. Burmetster. I represent the Northwest Council of Citizens 
Associations, which represent 10 associations in the area west of 
Rock Creek Park. 

We endorse the position taken by the federation, as outlined by 
Mr. Kaufmann just a few minutes ago, and we have one reservation: 
In endorsing the action of the Federation of Citizens Associations, 
we desire to point out the necessity of not closing the door to tax 
legislation which may be needed to provide funds necessary should 
your committee see fit to recommend legislation regarding a new 
District of Columbia teachers’ pay bill, based upon the joint report 
recently submitted to you by the District of Columbia Commissioners 
and the District of Columbia Board of Education. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. Do you wish to file your 
statement, Mrs. Burmeister ? 

Mrs. Burmester. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. All right; you may file 
with the reporter, and it will appear in full in the record. 

Mrs. Burmester. Thankyou. 

(The prepared statement submitted by the Northwest Council of 
Citizens Associations is as follows :) 

NORTHWEST COUNCIL OF CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., January 29, 1954 
THE COMMITTEES ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

GENTLEMEN : The Northwest Council of Citizens’ Associations, representing 10 
citizens’ associations in thé area west of Rock Creek Park and north of George- 
town, at its meeting on January 25, 1954, voted to endorse the position taken by 
the District of Columbia Federation of Citizens’ Associations relative to the 
proposed District of Columbia public-works program. That position was stated 
in a resolution which they have presented to you, approving in principle the 
public-works program, and opposing any further tax legislation except that pro- 
posed in this program, and listing four general principles involved in this pro- 
posed legislation. 

In endorsing the action of the Federation of Citizens’ Associations we desire, 
however, to point out the necessity of not closing the door to tax legislation 


which may be needed to provide funds necessary, should your committees see 
fit to recommend legislation regarding a new District of Columbia teachers pay 
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pill, based upon the joint report recently submitted to you by the District of 
Columbia Commissioners and the District of Columbia Board of Education. 

Mr. Charles A. Burmeister, 4650 Broad Branch Road NW., a past president 
of the Northwest Council, has been designated as our representative to present 
our views to you. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ELLis HawortH, President. 

Representative Harris. How much additional cost would be in- 
volved for the increase proposed for teachers’ salaries ? 

Mrs. Burmeister. I don't know. I haven't investigated 

Representative Harris. Thank you. 

Mrs. Burmetster. Thank you. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. I might say the doors are 
never closed in the legislative body for tax purposes. 

Mr. Eugene Roberson, representing the Congress of Parents and 
l'eachers. 

Mr. Roberson, would you give your full name for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE ROBERSON, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
LEGISLATION, WASHINGTON CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND 
TEACHERS, INC. 


Mr. Roperson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Eugene Roberson. I am chairman of the legislative committee of 
the Washington Congress of Parents and Teachers and, representing 
good teachers, my statement is very, very short. 

Represent itive O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. Would you give 


two copies of the statement to the reporter, Mr. Roberson, and it may 
appear in full at this point in the record. 

Did you wish to make any added statement ? 

Mr. Roperson. Only this, and may I read it, sir? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Certainly you may. 

Mr. Roperson. I would like to read it because there is one statement 
in here I would like to make very clear, somewhat contrary to some- 
thing that has been said to the committee today. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We want all viewpoints. 

Mr. “Roserson. Honorable sirs, the members of the Washington 
Congress of Parents and Teachers are very happy to lend their sup- 
port to the efforts of the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to obtain appropriate legislation by the Congress of the 
United States for a 10-year public works improvement program. 

The Commissioners and those who assisted them are to be com- 
mended for their monumental efforts in drawing up and presenting 

program which is so vital to the inhabitants of the District of 
Columbia. 

We trust and are confident that your respective subcommittees will 
take the proper steps to assure the full realization of this program. 

We, the parents and teachers of all the Negro children in the District 
of Columbia, are willing to bear our portion of the tax burden which 
will result from the institution of this program. It is our hope, how- 
ever, that such anti-discriminatory practice clauses will be appended 
to this legislation as will insure complete democratic rights to all 
citizens. 

Thank you, sir. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Roberson. We are very glad to have had you here. 

Mrs. Phillip Sapir, representing the Cleveland Park Recreatio: 
Council. 

if I didn’t pronounce your name correctly, I am sorry and | 
apologize. 

Mrs. Sapir. You did very well. It is Sapir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Sapir, how much time 
do you require ¢ 


STATEMENT OF MRS. PHILLIP SAPIR, REPRESENTING THE 
CLEVELAND PARK RECREATION COUNCIL 


Mrs. Saprr. About 3 minutes, I think. 

My name is Mrs. Phillip Sapir. I live at 3407 Lowell Street NW. 

I appear before your committee as a representative of the Cleve- 
land Park Recreation Council, a voluntary group of citizens residing 
in the Cleveland Park area of the District of Columbia. The 16 
member organizations of this council are identified at the conclusion 
of this statement. 

Speaking in behalf of the Cleveland Park Recreation Council, of 
which I am program planning chairman, I wish to endorse the public 
works program now under consideration by this committee. 

As citizens of Washington, we recognize the need for continuous ex- 
pansion of public facilities to meet the demands of a community which: 
has undergone an unusual growth in population. Through experience, 
we are aware of the congestion on the thoroughfares; of the incon- 
veniences of low water pressure ; inadequate sewage service and all of 
the other uncertanties of service which should not attend the manage 
ment of acommunity this large in these modern times. 

We believe that the requests contained in the public works program 
are reasonable ones and that those who reside here are willing to unde! 
take their portion of the obligation which will make them possible. 

The Cleveland Park Recreation Council has seen physical evidence of 
the merit of such continuing improvement. Three years ago, we set 
forth upon a community effort to seek improvement of the Macomb 
Street playground. This is a small playground, but improvements 
made possible through the consideration of the Congress has made pos 
sible such advances that today it is utilized by increasing numbers of 
youngsters of all ages. 

Those Congressmen who had a part in this improvement can look 
upon it as convincing evidence supporting the dooloy that public 
works improvements pay dividends. 

Of course we hope that our further requests now pending for the 
Cleveland Park area will be considered in the near future. There is 
need for an even larger recreation area in the Cleveland Park district 
particularly to meet the demands of our growing population of teen- 
agers, 

We believe the provision in the proposed public works program 
for a swimming pool at Fort Reno, which is adjacent to our section, 
meets part of this need, : and merits favorable consideration. There are 
many other worthy projects not only in this area, but throughout the 
district, that deserve support. 
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We look upon the public works program as a serious effort to meet 
the reasonable demands of a growing city. The Cleveland Park 
Recreation Council, therefore, lends its enthusiastic support to the pro- 
vram as presented and as now considered by this committee. 

The Federal Government should contribute its fair share toward the 
public works program in direct proportion to its use of such facilities. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you very much, Mrs. 
Sapir, 

If you wish, you may file your statement with the reporter, and it will 
ippear in full in the record, 

Mrs. Saptr. Thank you. 

(The statement submitted by Mrs. Sapir is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. PHILIP SAPIR, REPRESENTING THE CLEVELAND PARK 
RECREATION COUNCIL 


My name is Mrs. Philip Sapir. I live at 3407 Lowell Street NW. I appear 
before your committee as a representative of the Cleveland Park Recreation 
Council, a voluntary group of citizens residing in the Cleveland Park area of 
the District of Columbia. The 16 member organizations of this council are 
identified at the conclusion of this statement. 

Speaking in behalf of the Cleveland Park Recreation Council, of which I am 
program planning chairman, I wish to endorse the public works program now 
under consideration by this committee. As citizens of Washington, we recognize 
the need for continuous expansion of public facilities to meet the demands of a 
community which has undergone an unusual growth in population. Through ex- 
perience, we are aware of the congestion on the thoroughfares; of the inconven- 
ences of low water pressure; inadequate sewage service and all of the other 
incertainties of service which should not attend the management of a com- 
munity this large in these modern times. 

We believe that the requests contained in the public works program are reason- 
ible ones and that those who reside here are willing to undertake their portion 
of the obligation which will make them possible. 

The Cleveland Park Recreation Council has seen physical evidence of the merit 
of such continuing improvement. Three years ago, we set forth upon a com- 
munity effort to seek improvement of the Macomb Street playground. This isa 
small playground, but improvements made possible through the consideration of 
the Congress has made possible such advances that today it is utilized by increas- 
ing numbers of youngsters of all ages. Those Congressmen who had a part in 
this improvement can look upon it as convincing evidence supporting the ideology 
that public works improvements pay dividends 

Of course we hope that our further requests now pending for the Cleveland 
Park area will be considered in the near future. There is need for an even 
arger recreation area in the Cleveland Park district, particularly to meet the 
demands of our growing population of teen-agers. We believe the provision in 
the proposed public works program for a swimming pool at Fort Reno, which is 
adjacent to our section, meets part of this need, and merits favorable considera- 
tion. There are many other worthy projects not only in this area, but through- 
out the district, that deserve support. 

We look upon the public works program as a serious effort to meet the reason- 
able demands of a growing city, The Cleveland Park Recreation Council there- 
fore lends its enthusiastic support to the program as presented and as now con- 
sidered by this committee. 

The Federal Government should contribute its fair share toward the public 
works program in direct proportion to its use of such facilities. 


MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS OF THE CLEVELAND PARK RECREATION COUNCIL 


Boy Scout Troops of Cleveland Park. 

Chureh of the Annunciation. 

leveland Park-Cathedral Heights Citizens Association. 
Cleveland Park Club. 

Cleveland Park Community Library Committee. 
Cleveland Park Congregational Church. 
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Connecticut Avenue Citizens Association. 

Dad-Coached Club of Cleveland Park. 

John Eaton School Parent-Teachers Association. 

John Eaton School Preschool Mothers. 

Uptown Lions Club. 

Parents and Friends of Macomb Street Playground. 
Satterlee Hall Athletic Club. 

Uptown Connecticut Avenue Businessmen’s Association. 
St. Alban’s Church. 

Girl Schout Troops of Cleveland Park. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mrs. Sapir, I believe there 
is some shortage of recreation facilities in the Cleveland Park area? 

Mrs. Saptr. That’s right. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You have certainly some 
justification for requesting consideration. 

Mrs. Sapir. Well, thank you very much. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. At this point in the record 
the statement of Mr. John H. Connaughton, delegate from the Pet 
worth Citizens Association to the Federation of Citizens Associations 
of the District of Columbia, and a statement in behalf of the North 
Washington Council of Citizens Associations may be entered in the 
record at this point, Mr. Reporter. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. CONNAUGHTON, DELEGATE FROM PETWORTH CITIZENS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., TO THE FEDERATION OF CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS OF THE 
District OF COLUMBIA 


The Petworth Citizens Association, Inc. has authorized me to make this 
statement before the joint committee of Congress relative to the proposed 
public-works program for the District of Columbia, as recommended to Congress 
hy the District Commissioners and which was approved by the Bureau of the 
sudget. This involves a public-works program which will cost the District 
of Columbia approximately $300 million. 

The Petworth Citizens Association, Inc. approved this program in principle, 
but not as to its entirety. It is recognized that a long period of inactivity in 
replacing the utilities of the District of Columbia have permitted them to get 
into a condition of dire disaster, and in many instances near collapse. We 
need new school buildings, bridges, repair of streets, replacement of sewers 
rebuilding of water facilities, and the extension of many various utilities serving 
the District. This condition has accumulated over the years because of 
complete lack of funds to accomplish the needed building program, due to 
the fact that we have practically exhausted the tax possibility in the District 
of Columbia: and a changing population, brought on by the national attitude 
toward the race question, has aggravated this change, and threatens to further 
reduce the source of tax money, and the removal of much business which i! 
addition will further deplete it. 

We know we must have some of the building program which is contained 
within the proposed works program, but we sincerely believe that a consider 
able portion of it can be delayed until the needed funds are available. Some 
of our sewers are near collapse, others are inadequate, and storm sewers need 
to be extended to protect homes against flooding in time of excessive rains 

All this necessity arises from the fact that Congress has for a period of 30 
years refused to assume its fair share of the upkeep and operation of the 
Nation’s Capital. If Congress had kept its solemn promise to the people of 
the District of Columbia as enacted in solemn statutes, the $300 million now 
asked would have been provided by the Federal Government during this 30-year 
period, and the present necessity would not exist. 

The people of Washington now pay more taxes per home unit than any othe 
jurisdiction in the United States, and that is the fair basis of comparison. 
Ordinary homes of the row house variety, now pay for 20-foot wide homes 
taxes ranging from $140 to $190 per year, and detached homes with open yards 
much more than this ranging as high as 3 times that figure. Figured on a 
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percentage basis, many jurisdictions have a higher percent, but a much lower 
assessed valuation. So compare the home tax unit with a comparable unit any- 
where else. In addition we have a more simple tax unit, and should get some 
credit for that as we do not have the governmental overhead that you have 
in the various States, which support a city, county, school district, and State 
government, and thus have a much higher cost of operation than we have. 
We should reap the benefit of this condition, yet we pay a much higher 
comparative tax. 

We are for much of this works program, but we do not think that it should 
be financed altogether by the District of Columbia, when it results from derelie- 
tion of the Federal Government in permitting it to accumulate. 

Under the proposed method of financing, I am wondering how much better 
off we will be at the end of the 10-year period of construction than we are now. 
Many of the present facilities which we now consider good, will be 10 years 
older, and the District of Columbia will be loaded with a debt to the United 
States of approximately $100 million, which will have been only slightly reduced, 
and then many of the other facilities will begin breaking down, and we will 
have to repeat the vicious circle of a new works program, financing it again, 
and at the same time be loaded with an indebtedness growing out of this one 
of at least, over $70 million. 

The thing that impresses us is the fact, that we are dealing under present 
attitudes of Congress with a problem which we are seeking to finance with 
deficit fnancing and which will gradually increase from decade to decade, until 
the District is hopelessly involved in debt and increasing taxes. The truth 
of the matter is that Congress will now or in the not too distant future adopt 
an adequate method of financing the District of Columbia, which will involve 

proper sharing by Congress of Federal funds to contribute to the ongoing 
of the Federal Capital. You fellows have acted like we own the city of Wash 
ington, and that we should run it ourselves, and you niggardly contribute from 
7 to 9 percent of our total budget. This the Nation’s Capital, gentlemen, and 
many of its inhabitants are sojourners here, and at the end of a well-spent 
life working for Uncle Sam return to your State, where they have paid taxes 
for all these years, and where they will continue to pay taxes, and forget about 
Washington, D. C. 

We had just as well face the facts now, as to wait until we have involved 
the District of Columbia in a heavy bonded indebtedness or the equivalent 
thereof, and completely broken down local governmental facilities. Why create 
«u $110 million indebtedness for a 10-year program, and at the end of that time 
find we have to start right over again, and will find our borrowing ability 
exhausted? The cold hard boiled facts are that the District of Columbia cannot 
finance itself on present tax source money. An increase of tax rate will result 
in & more pronounced exodus from the District of Columbia than we have 
already seen, and it has almost reached the point of disaster now. The 
changing population has caused many of the large downtown businesses to 
establish branch stores in Silver Spring, Takoma Park, Bethesda, etc., in Mary- 
land and Alexandria, Arlington, etc., in Virginia, and all of the new additions 
in those areas are populated by former District residents. We cannot expand 
the tax territory of the city of Washington, as the District line is a barrier 
across Which we cannot pass. Other cities solve their tax problems by taking 
in outlying territory, as that outlying territory taxes its utility facilities. Not 
so with us; they add to our sewer burden, water burden, and pay us not 1 cent 
of tax, nor can we extend and take them in. 

The Federal Government now owns approximately 47 percent of the available 
taxable land area, and hence it is exempt; in addition you have exempted 5 per- 
cent more of it. Hence we have a very limited land area from which to raise 
taxes, and yet our burden from a heavily populated metropolitan area outside our 
land area. We never can reach it; we cannot expand our city tax area, and 
Congress has been entirely disrespectful toward us in supporting your Nationa! 
Capital. It is not the people here that cause this taxload, it is the Federal 
Government which constitutes about 90 percent of our activity. 

Gentlemen, we agree that much of this public-works program is a vital neces 
sity, but it is bad business to load the District. of Columbia with this kind of a 
debt, with its taxpaying ability from which to repay it. If there is no other 
way to finance it and you are unwilling to assume any portion of this burden 
commensurate with your duty, then why not do like a private individual does 
when he runs out of money, and cannot raise any more from any source, and 
the bank refuses to loan him any more. He just lets things go to pot. Why not 
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Just refrain from this works program, if you are unwilling to do your part, and 
let the sewer system break down, the water works become in disrepair, and the 
streets become impassable. If the burden is too heavy for the District taxpayers 
to bear, and the Federal Government which owns 47 percent of the taxable area 
of the District of Columbia is unwilling to do its share of such program, then 
let the city go to the bowwows. If you load this 6- by 10-mile area, called the 
District of Columbia, with a debt which it cannot pay, without confiscating its 
citizen owned property, then the people wiil move out of Washington, and it 
will be a ghost town. They are moving out rapidly now; if you do not think » 
take a trip through the residential area, east of 13th Street clear to the District 
line and note the changing population, and see what you see in the future of 
Washington. 

Gentlemen, we who own homes and live here, and pay taxes here, and con 
tribute to the civic life of this city, are genuinely concerned at the lackadaisica] 
attitude of the Congress and the administration, as to our tax problems, and our 
changing population to which it has contributed so much. This is not theory 
it is actual facts. Whether it should be that way or not is not the question; it is 
here on us now and changing rapidly and will continue to change, unless you 
on whom the Constitution has placed the responsibility for governing this 6- by 
10-mile area. We laugh at ceding it back to Maryland, but that procedure may 
be forced on us by a complete collapse in the District of Columbia tax structur 

May I suggest this: Enact a statute providing for control of the District of 
Columbia by a joint committee of Congressmen appointed or elected by Congress, 
and you raise the money, and spend it, and the responsibility will be yours if you 
raise taxes so high that people desert the sinking ship called the District of 
Columbia. The hands of the present Commissioners are so tied that there is 
little they can do, and you have not been sympathetic to their problems. The 
Budget Bureau tells them what they can do, and what they will recommend that 
you do. Let me suggest that you assume the responsibility, raise the tax money, 
and spend it as you think the Nation’s Capital deserves. Finally, this is the 
Capital of the United States, and the Federal Government owes it some obliga- 
tion as to upkeep and capital improvement. 

Frankly, I think we are through, done, finished, and completely exhausted as 
to supporting a much too fast growing National Capital to bear the entire burden 
and the Federal Government do practically nothing. Maybe we had just as well 
struggle along as we have in the past, and let this program go by the board, and 
patch up what we have and get along until it completely breaks down, and then 
abandon the ship. 

You should finance this public-works program yourself and then raise the 
money to liquidate it. It has to be done, either now or in the near future, and 
if we follow the proposed program of financing it, then in 10 years we have a 
bond burden, and are faced with another public-works program, and this one not 
paid out. We know we need it, but we do not agree that the method proposed is 
the proper method of financing. 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE NORTH WASHINGTON COUNCIL OF CITIZENS 
ASSOCIATIONS 


The North Washington Council of Citizens Associations is an organization of 
citizens associations in the northern section of the northwest area of Washington 
and roughly includes the territory embraced within the limits bounded on the 
south by Florida Avenue, on the west by Rock Creek Park, on the north by the 
District line, and on the east by Soldiers’ Home grounds and North Capitol Street 
It holds its meetings in the sixth police precinct station ; its assembly is composed 
of 3 delegates from 12 associations of citizens organized in that area, which 
citizens associations are also members of the Federation of Citizens Associations. 
It is 1 of 4 such councils which are made of various citizens associations which 
ure also members of the federation. These various councils are concerned pri 
marily with problems peculiar to their specific areas, and cooperate with other 
councils, and the Federation of Citizens Associations of the District of Columbia 

The North Washington Council has been giving much time to the completion 
of the storm sewer that runs down Fifth Street or near that street and which 
drains storm waters from the area about Fifth and Hamilton Streets which 
frequently folds this area to the depth of six feet, during a heavy rain storm. 

We know that this sewer and many others of like character, as well as sanitary 
sewers, waterworks, bridges, streets, and other municipal facilities need repair 
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and in many instances replacement, In general, we see the need of a mass public- 
works program, and the North Washington Council approved this proposal in 
principle, but disagrees with the manner of executing it, and the manner of 
financing it. 

Washington itself is a city of some 800,000 inhabitants, confined within a 
§- by 10-mile area, which cannot be expanded because of the limits of the 
District of Columbia, and while much of its cost of operation derives its source 
from the metropolitan area about it, and which has a larger population than 
the city of Washington itself. In fact, what would be one city under different 
circumstances of nearly 2 million people, must now be divided because of the 
District line. 

Again, one of our major problents is the cost of operating this city caused 
by the large Federal investment with its consequent expense of operation, 
and the wear and tear upon the facilities of this city, and yet this Federal 
institution, which has an investment far larger than the private investment in 
the District of Columbia contributes so little that it might and should be classed 
as nothing at all. If the Federal Government paid taxes on its fair valuation 
of property owned, as do the private citizens of Washington, there would be 
money enough and to spare to maintain capital improvements, provide run- 
ning expenses and pay salaries of all employees, and raise their wages too. 

But with the Federal Government absolutely refusing to pay its just share 
of maintaining its own Capital, the city of Washington, or to contribute sub- 
stantially to the expense of operation thereof, we in the District are now fac- 
ing disaster. 

We make bold to say that this proposed works program cannot be carried 
out and maintained without additional tax revenue from some source. We 
also assert without fear of successful contradiction, that the people of Wash- 
ington are now paying far higher taxes on comparable properties, than any 
other city of like size and proportions, 

The test of who is paying what fair tax load, is not found in comparing the 
percentage of taxation, as the appraisal of real estate for tax purposes varies 
so widely in all tax units of this country. The correct way to compare the ratio 
of one tax area to another, is to compare the amount of tax in dollars that is 
paid in each area on a comparable home or business unit. When you do that, 
you will find that Washington residents are paying their just share of the load 
already. 

I am certain that the people of Washington will not stand for a much 
heavier tax load. It is too easy to get out of this 10- by 6mile area ealled the 
District of Columbia, into nearby Maryland and Virginia, and continue to work 
at the same old job they now have, or attend to the same business they now 
conduct. Their removal does not lighten the burden upon Washington facilities 
one particle, as they continue to use them just as they do now, but pay nothing 
toward their upkeep. So the answer to our dilemma is not an unreasonable 
tax levy on the people of Washington, but to distribute the tax load to the entire 
occupancy of the District of Columbia, to include the Federal Government which 
owns the most valuable property, and covers practically 47 percent of the landed 
area of the said District. 

There is no use to kid ourselves, and say that by borrowing the money from 
the Federal Government, and spreading its repayment over 30 years of time 
will make it any more easy to carry the load, than some other method of finane- 
ing. We will just finish this program of 10 year building, when the portion 
we do not touch will be 10 years older, and it also will have to be rebuilt. 
replaced and repaired, and the cost of that program will be close to the cost 
of this present one. Borrowing money to do a job does nothing but spread out 
its time of payment, it does not lessen the cost, or prevent deterioration of other 
existing facilities. The crux of this matter is that the District of Columbia 
with its limited resources is not able to provide these facilities and keep them 
up, by charging the entire cost to the private property owners. They own but 
48 percent of the land area of the District, and it is ridiculous to say that that 
small proportion of the entire area can maintain the entire area. 

By the time we finish this present works program, 10 years will have passed 
away, and our other facilities will be 10 years older and need replacement, and 
where will the money come from to replace them? 

I know in presenting this problem to you, that we are entirely dependent 
upon Congress for the remedy. If you chose to pay your just share or pay 
nothing, there is nothing we can do about it. We can however do this about 
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it. When the tax load gets too heavy to bear or the conditions of residents 
becomes too intolerable, we can sell out and move into Virginia and Maryland 
as thousands of our neighbors have done already. You cannot force intole; 
able conditions upon the American people; they will find a way out. 

Due to the peculiar nature of our residents, large numbers of them live here 
for more than a quarter of a century and never pay a dollar of tax while the) 
live here and enjoy our city. They pay income tax back in the State from whence 
they came, rent an apartment, own a small amount of furniture, which is all 
exempt from taxation, and only contribute to our running expenses through the 
sales tax. That is why I favored a sales tax in the District of Columbia: ijt 
is the only tax that reaches this itinerant population which we have here. They 
can avoid legally any other tax, and they do it. It has been suggested that 
you establish a payroll tax, which would reach every salary earned in the Lis 
trict of Columbia, but I know you are not going to do that (although it 
just and equitable), because the citizen of your State who works here, would 
vote you out of Congress, and you know it, If you establish such a payrol! 
tax on all salaries, and exempted your own and that of your office and _ per. 
mitted your own constituents who work here to deduct from our tax what 
they pay in your State from the same source, we would get but little addi 
tional income. So that remedy is out, not because it is not fair, but because 
it is not politically expedient. 

We have reached the tax limit in the District of Columbia, and cannot expand 
to take in new territory. Congress owns half the land area of the District of 
Columbia, and on a valuation basis has an investment of far more than half 
the assessed value of property in the District of Columbia. Can you tell us 
residents of the District of Columbia, why you should not contribute 50 percent 
of the entire cost of capital improvements and maintenance, and operational ex 
penses? Can you tell the voters in your own States and districts why you should 
not contribute on this basis to the on-going of the Nation’s Capital? I have been 
out through the various States, and nearly every one you talk to thinks that 
Congress maintains the Federal Capital, and when you tell them the actual 
facts, they are astounded. They see where you appropriate money for that 
purpose, but they do not know it is our money raised by taxes on our property 

It is considered opinion that we have reached the end of the rope; either you 
drastically raise taxes to finance this works program, and continue to do so, 
or you contribute on behalf of the Federal Government 50 percent of all needs 
in the District of Columbia, or you let the city go to the dogs. Let the sewers 
cave in, the roads become impassable, do with what bridges we have, and let 
Government workers get to work the best way they can. They could get up 
earlier, and spend more time on the rvad. In fact, a lot of them could walk, 
as many a person has walked in the past a distance of 4 or 5 miles to his work. 
Unless you, Members of Congress, favor the Federal Government assuming its 
iust share of the cost of operation of the District of Columbia, then I think we 
should just allow this city to deteriorate. If the property owners of Wash- 
ington do not want to pay the bills, then we should stop where we are and let 
the Dstrici go back to the Indians. The Federal Government is the largest 
property owner in Wushington, both in area and valuation, in fact the Federal 
Government in each instance equals all the other owners combined. 

So the North Washington Council opposes the present program of financing 
this procram, as we know it is leading us to bankruptcy. It will saddle us with 
a debt we cannot pay and keep up an increasingly large budget, which will be 
$150 million even though we separately finance this works program. 

We have a just pride in our city of Washington, but we wonder sometimes, 
whether Members of Congress realize who is paying for it, and keeping it up. 
A private individual does not undertake a financial program that he knows when 
he assumes it that he cannot carry it through, yet we are asked to approve one 
that we ‘now is beyond our financial ability to liquidate. We do not want to 
see Washintton deteriorate, but a prudent individual does not buy something 
he cannot afford, and that is what Congress has been asked to foster on us. You 
men are soundheaded business men, and we ask you to look at the entire picture, 
and see if you can determine how we are going to liquidate this public-works 
pro°ram, as now set up, and at the same time practically unaided maintain 
capital improvements outside of this, pay running expenses of the city, etc. 
without raising taxes far above their present level; unless Congress does assume 
59 pereent of the burden as it should. 

There is no use to spend time in analyzing the necessity for making the most 
of these improvements ; the fact is, that many of them are now critically needed. 
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In many places, the sewer system is breaking down. The collapse of the walls 
of a new building was laid to ecave-in of a sewer. Our waterworks are in a 
critical condition in many places; something must be done avout the pollution 
of the Potomac River, or we will face a serious epidemic; and many other im- 
provements are critically needed. So the need is not the issue; the issue is 
where is the money coming from to pay for this needed works program. The time 
was in the good oid days, when the kederal Government paid 6U percent of the 
operating expense of the District of Columbia; then it reverted to 50 percent, 
then theoretically it went to 40 percent Federal Government, and 00 percent 
District of Columbia; and Congress out of the abundance of its heart passed 
a law pledging itself to provide through Federal funds 40 percent of the District 
of Co.umbia budget, and as prompfiy proceeded to ignore this pledge. if that 
pledge had been kept in the last 30 years or more that it has teen on the statute 
books, We would not now be looking for $3uv0 million to pay for a program that 
bas arisen in that time. 

From past experience, we believe that we can say, we now know that Congress 
will not approve this kind of a program; because it is not poiiticaliy expewent 
to dv so. ‘bhat is one place you can save and be the ieast criticized. but that 
does not affect the justice of our position as resiuents of the Vistrict of Columoia. 
Let us suggest a program that will lay the burden of solving this problem where 
it ought to be. Provide a new setup here in the District of Coitumbia in the form 
of a joint committee o1 Congress to take the place of the District Commussioners, 
and you men raise the money and spend it as you wish. Under present arrange- 
ments, we have to satisfy the Bureau of the Budget, and Con.zress as to the kind 
of budget, and have nothing to do with spending our own money; so you raise it, 
ix the source of tax money supply, aud spend it as you chouse. ‘hen if you 
raise taxes so high people move out of the District of Columba, the responsib.lity 
will be yours. As presently constituted, you try to shift the burden to us, when 
we are heip.ess as to raising and spending. 

It mi.ht be that a pro.railm of this kind would solve some of our other problems 
such as a racial program that drives increasing numbers out of the Dustrict into 
nearby Maryland and Virzinia, just because you think they shouid put up with 
a program of race relations that you know they will not endure. You cannot, 
compei people to live under conditions they do not like, however proper you way 
thiuk them to be. That goes to taxes and all other life relationships. 

We are fast losing large buying power from the District of Columbia, and con- 
sequently re.ated tax-pay.nz ability; we are losing large business estubiishments 
that are moving into Silver Spring, Takoma Park, Bethesda, Md., and Arlington, 
Falls Church, Alexandria, Va., and reducing our ability to keep up business in 
Washington by moving our buying power away from our old established busi- 
ness places, and as a result making the existing tax load too burdensome ior the 
remaining inhabitants. The solution goes deeper than saying we will borrow 
this money, and mortgage every foot of land in the District to pay the debt, and 
lay the foundation to repeat it in 10 years. It requires additional revenue froin 
the occupants of the District, and that includes the Federal Government. No 
sane person disputes the need, it is the method of financing it to which the people 
of Washington object. 

We know that in your hands rests the solution of this problem. You can 
make a ghost town of Washington, D. C., or you can keep it a beautiful lovely 
city, the pride of the Nation. You cannot blame the people of Washington for 
the success or failure, as they do not have a word to say about it, and would 
not have a word if they had so-called home rule, you have the responsibility by 
constitutional lodgement. 

To conclude, let me say, that in your hands, Members of Congress, lies the solu- 
tion of the serious dilemma which now faces the Nation's Calital. It is not 
suflicient excuse for you to avoid the Federal Government's obligation to its 
own capital to say that the Federal Government does this, that, or something 
else at some other place in the United States. This city exists solely Lecause 
it is the Nation’s Capital. This soil on which it stands was a swamp before it 
was decided to locate the Capital here. The congested condition which exists 
here is because many people here work for the Federal Government, »nd all 
others are here because it is the seat of government. This requires their presence 
here. But regardless of this, the Federal Government where it removes large 
areas from the local tax rolls, would compensate the tax area involved for such 
loss of taxable property ; and especially is that true where its presence aggra- 
vates the problems. 
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This is your problem; the people of Washington are now paying such high 
taxes that large numbers of them are selling out and moving into Virginia and 
Maryland. Tax rates in these areas are high enough, and up to the average, 
but Washington is threatening to outdo them all. The removal of large numbers 
of white people, and the replacement of them by Negroes does not help the situa- 
tion in the least, as is evidenced by large department stores establishing branches 
outside of the District of Columbia. We have witnessed the March of Dimes 
drop to an unprecedented low of contribution. Why? Because large areas which 
once contributed, and were once’ white are now Negro, and -de not. contribute. 
Do you want to know where the low contribution areas in Washington are? 
Look at your distribution of White and Negro areas. So add to this, the further 
threat that faces us of a drastic raise in taxes and Washington is a goner. 

Why do we say a drastic threat of higher taxes? Because, this city cannot 
be maintained on the present tax sources. That cannot be extended, and we will 
have to raise the tax rate, or the Federal Government will have to assume its 
fair share of the burden, and that is 50 percent based on area occupied and value 
of investment. If you do not intend to solve this problem in this manner, then 
do not authorize this present works program, as the people of Washington can- 
not pay for it, at the present tax rate. And you raise the rate and they will 
desert the sinking ship in far greater numbers than they are doing now, as a 
result of the present population shift. 

So, why do you not assume entire management of the District of Columbia, as 
the Constitution provides, raise the money, and spend it as you please; make 
what improvements you see fit to make, and pay for them as you desire, and 
then the responsibilty will rest with the fund-raising agency as it should. 

Then if you misuse your prerogative, the people can move out and leave you 
with a ghost town, as it is fast becoming anyway. 


Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Nathaniel Goldberg, 
representing the Retail Food Distributors Association of Greater 
Washington. 

Mr. Goldberg, about how much time will you require? 


STATEMENT OF NATHANIEL GOLDBERG, SECRETARY, FOOD DIS- 
TRIBUTORS ASSOCIATION OF GREATER WASHINGTON 


Mr. Gotpperc., Perhaps 2 minutes, or 214 minutes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. If you have two 
statements to file with the reporter, it would be helpful; and if you 
want to read your statement or make a statement aside from that, 
you may do so. 

Mr. Gotpperc. Well, I would just like to hit the highlights of the 
statement, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Goldberg; 
you may do so. 

(The prepared statement submitted by Mr. Goldberg is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF NATHANIEL GOLDBERG, SECRETARY, Foop DISTRIBUTORS 
ASSOCIATION OF GREATER WASHINGTON 


My name is Nathaniel Goldberg. I am an attorney, a resident of the District 
of Columbia, and am appearing here today as counsel for the Food Distributors 
Association of Greater Washington. The association includes hundreds of food 
stores and supermarkets in the metropolitain area of the District of Columbia. 
I am here today to testify in connection with the proposed increase in cigarette 
taxes, and to voice the opposition of our association to such increase. 

We are mindful of the need for revenue by the District of Columbia Govern- 
ment. As businesses operating in the District of Columbia we are; of course, 
willing to bear our share of taxes in the District of Columbia. However, in 
considering the advisability of increasing the tax on cigarettes, we are seriously 
eoncerned with one problem in particular which must arise from such an in 
crease, i. e., the loss of business done in Washington by Washington merchants. 
Such loss of business will be a hardship on the merchants involved, and will 
seriously affect the amount of taxes collected on the sale of cigarettes locally 
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Cigarettes locally and nationally are sold as a “loss leader’’—priced at cost or 
very little above actual cost in order to attract customers, who when they enter 
a store to purchase cigarettes invariably make other purchases—such a tax 
would drive a substantial portion of Washington's tobacco business into the 
nearby States. People, instead of buying cigarettes by the pack in Washington, 
will become accustomed to buying or having friends, relatives, fellow employees, 
ete. buy cartons of cigarettes for them in the surrounding counties, which cig- 
arettes would be free of the Washington tax. 

Gas stations and other establishments on the outskirts of the District of Colum- 
bia will soon get a substantial increase in cigarette business from Washington 
buyers of cigarettes. Not only would that cigarette business be lest to the Dis- 
trict, but the District would also lose that business for which the cigarettes 
have been used as a loss leader by Washington merchants. The result of neces- 
sity, will be a much smaller net gain in tax income than the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia anticipate. Decreased volume, of course, means re- 
duced employment, smaller tax payments by District of Columbia merchants and 
their employees, and the very evil which is created by the tax will reduce other 
taxes such as personal property tax, and income tax payments by several 
thousand merchants. 

In addition it will be impossible for wholesalers and retailers to cut their 
prices to. remain competitive with merchants in Maryland and Virginia, if the 
increase in the cigarette tax is passed, for a very simple reason: Wholesalers 
sell cigarettes to retailers at a markup above cost amounting to between 1 per- 
cent and perhaps 3 percent. Retailers likewise sell cigarettes as “loss leaders,’ 
as above-mentioned, and their markups above cost are negligible. 

Our association feels that once in possession of these facts, and after con- 
sideration, of the consequence-of the proposed increase in cigarette taxes, this 
committee will recognize the inequitable and undesirable aspect of, as well as 
dangers inherent in the proposed increase in cigarette taxes in the District of 
Columbia. 

It is the hope of the members of our association that the proposed increase in 
cigarette taxes will not be approved by Congress. 


Mr. GotprrrG. My name is Nathaniel Goldberg. I am an attorney, 


and I am appearing as counsel for the Food Distributors Association of 
Greater Washington, which includes some hundreds of food stores and 
supermarkets in the metropolitan area, in Maryland, Virginia, and the 
District of Columbia, and I am directing my remarks entirely to the 
proposed increase in cigarette taxes as it affects my clients and as I 
believe it will affect the District of Columbia in its tax program. 

My clients, seeking business in the District, realize that the District 
requires revelmes, and we are not arguing as to the amount because, 
frankly, we are not qualified te get into it; but we are fearful that the 
increase in cigarette taxes, as proposed, will result in a substantial 
reduction in cigarette business in the District of Columbia. 

Cigarette sales -have comé to be recognized as the loss leader in all 
types of business, certainly in the food business, which has become 
the main distributing point for cigarettes, and we are fearful that the 
increase in the cigarette tax will result in a diversion of the cigarette 
business which belongs in the District of Columbia to the surrounding 
States, the State of Virginia and the State of Maryland. 

The tax, as it would apply to a carton of cigarettes, being 20 cents 
a carton, under today’s conditions is quite an item. So many people 
today smoke in substantial quantities and in a course of a week’s time 
it is a factor certainly with all the working people in the District of 
Columbia. 

We feel that the reduction in the cigarette sales would probably 
result in less increase in net gain than the District Commissioners are 
figuring on. 

.. Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Because of the point of di- 
minishing return ¢ 
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Mr. Gorpnrre. Because of the reduction of sales in the overall pat- 
tern of things, the same amount of cigarette sales is not going to amount 
to as much in the way of taxes as the Commissioners anticipate, They 

cannot say, “We got so many thousands of dollars last year. If we add 
a penny, we will get this much.” 

It is not going to work out that way, because there is going to be a 
substantial reduction in cigarette sales, and that brings about man Ly 
other problems. 

This brings about the problem of decreased volume in business, be- 
cause the cigarettes have been used as, what we call in business, a 
loss leader. They are used as a loss leader particularly in the grocery 
business to bring in people to buy milk, bread, potatoes. whatever they 
might buy. Therefore, if they lose customers on their cigarette busi- 
ness, they lose them for many other businesses, and other businesses, 
other than cigarettes, will be diverted to the surrounding States, and 
the result will be a decrease in other types of taxes which are imposed 
by the District on other items, such as personal property taxes levied on 
the individual merchants. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What do we have? Do we 
have a pene tax on cigarettes ? 

Mr. Gotppere. Yes. sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Per package now? 

Mr. Gotppera. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And then, in addition, when 
vou buy a carton of cigarettes, do you pay a sales tax here in the 
District of Columbia? 

Mr. Gorpsrrc. This tax is a sales tax, and it is applied additionally 
to cigarettes; and under this proposal it will amount to 20 cents per 
carton. 

Tn trying to make studies back as far as 2 vears ago, when the tax 
was proposed for the District, recognition had to be given to the 
industry by the fact if Maryland and Virginia had a similar tax and 
all 3 were raising revenue on the same basis it is no problem ; but when 
you have a situation where Washington overlaps into » metropolitan 
community which is probably equal to the size of Washington, or 
very close to it, the heart of the thing, having a 20-cent carton tax, 
one surrounding area having nothing and the other only 3 cents on 
the same carton, and nothing on individual packs, it becomes quite a 
hardship to the merchants who are not able to compete properly. 

I feel that the loss in business—it is hard to put my finger on exactly 
how much it would amount to, because I would only be making a 
guess; but it is a serious enough problem to bring a reduction in the 
other types of taxes paid by all these hundreds and hundreds, if not 
several thousands, of merchants, in the way of personal property taxes 
and income taxes. 

Tt can long-rangewise be a factor in so far as employment by these 
many hundreds of stores are concerned; and while it is always dif- 
ficult to come in and object to legislation because it is easier to say 
you are not worried about the other fellow, because you know taxes 
have to be raised, we are willing to do what is our share, whatever is 
required of us in the community; but when you recognize a particular 
industry is hurt by a particular type of taxation, we feel we have an 
obligation to bring it to the attention of this committee in the hope 
that after a proper investigation the committee will perhaps impose 
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some changes or modifications, or a complete removal, of the pro- 
posed increase in the tax. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It is my understanding from 
your testimony that neither Maryland or Virginia impose a sales tax 
or a cigarette tax, so-called, as such ? 

Mr. Gonppers, Maryland does have a very modest tax, which 
reaches, I understand, 3 cents on a carton purchase; but wp to 50 cents 
there is no tax. On an individual purchase, there is no tax attached 
to it; and Virginia has none. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. And because of the limited 
area Which the District of Columbia is, you feel it would seriously 
affect the sales? 

Mr. Gotpsere. Well, many tens of thousands of people, Mr. Chair- 
man, live in Maryland and Virginia who work in our Government 
agencies and come into town, and when they are buying a carton of 
cigarettes it is certainly very easy for them to make an additional 
purchase for a friend, a relative or a coworker at the next desk, and so 
on; and when you have an unbalanced situation, where 1 community 
has it and another community does not have it, and especially as far 
as Washington is concerned, being such a small area and being between 
2 neighboring States, it is a serious problem. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think some people testified 
here today that. the drop in sales of cigarettes was something like 9 
million 

What was it? 

Mr. Gotpperc. I can’t give that to you. 

Representative SMITH of Vi irginia, I think it was about 10 percent. 

Mr. Goipperc, I think the drop percentagewise was about three 
times as great in the District as it was nationally, with the other prob- 
lems the cigarette industry is facing today, with different kinds of 
research going on. 

But I understand the drop was three times as great as the national 
average. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. The average was around 10 
percent. 

Mr. GoLpperc. Seven or eight, I think, might be closer to it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Goldberg. 
We appreciate your statement and problem. 

Mr. Gotpserc. Thanks for the opportunity of appearing. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mrs Frank Strope, repre- 
senting the District Congress of Parents and Teachers. 

Mrs. Strope, if I mispronounced your name, I apologize. 

Mrs. Srrore. You pronounced it fine. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. How much time do you think 
you will require? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. FRANK F. STROPE, PRESIDENT, DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS 


Mrs. Srrore. I will need less than a minute. So, I deserve two 
medals. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You ladies are all alike. 

' = Srrore. And we are also members of the General Prentiss fan 
club, 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the joint sub-committee; I am Mrs, 
Frank F. Strope, president of the District of Columbia Congress of 
Parents and Teachers. 

On January 12 the Board of Managers of the District of Columbia 
Congress of Parents and Teachers voted to support the public-works 
program, and I am making this statement to present the board’s posi- 
tion to you gentlemen. 

As we study the public-works program and the 1954-55 budget for 
the District we realize the bitter truth—that Washington is broke. 

It is only by facing that fact and trying to find a solution that we 
prevent a drift to decay and a more serious financial predicament. 

We are concerned by the city’s plight, but we believe the District 
must meet its civic and social obligations and the public works pro- 
gram is the most feasible undert: aking available to us. 

We are the people who will pay the taxes which will increase the 
District’s revenues. We are also the people whose children will use 
the schools, the libraries, the recreation centers. We believe that only 
by such positive action as is proposed by the public-works program 
can we have the kind of city in which we want to live and the kind 
of Capital our Nation should have. 

As we ride along the highways in our neighboring States we see 
bright yellow signs which read “Give our wildlife a break.” We are 
asking you gentlemen to give our children a break. They are only 
children once. Let's give them the best education possible for better 
schools make better communities. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank vou very much, Mrs. 
Strope. 

Mr. John S. Cockrell, representing the Washington Restaurant 
Association. 

Mr. Cockrell may have permission to file a statement. 

Mr. Louis Justement, the American Institute of Architects. 

Mr. Justement, I understand you desire to file a statement on behalf 
of Mr. William N. Denton, Jr. 

Mr. JusreMent. That is right, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. As president of the Washing: 
ton-Metropolitan Chapter of the American Institute of Architects. 

Mr. Justement. That is right, sir. 

(The statement of the Washington-Metropolitan Chapter of the 
American Institute of Architects is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM N. DENTON, JR., PRESIDENT, WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN 
CHAPTER, THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS 


The Washington Metropolitan Chapter. the American Institute of Architects, 
representing almost all the registered architects of the District of Columbia and 
the adjacent urban areas 6f Maryland and Virginia, supports the 10-year pro- 
gram for financing District of Columbia public works. Many of our members 
served on the subcommittees of the Addison committee and are well acquainted 
with the scope of the projects involved, and the approximate cost of these projects 
as well as the necessity for their construction. 

We believe that the pending bill represents the minimum contribution that 
might reasonably be expected from the Federal Government toward financing an 
adequate public works program for its Capital City. 

The most critical shortages of residential and commercial construction in the 
Washington area have now been met and we believe that there should be no fur 
ther delay in undertaking a substantial public works program, Not the least 
of the merits of this legislation is that its financial provisisons may permit the 
many projects to be constructed on the basis of a series of yearly protrams that 
would form a relatively constant factor in the construction facilities of this city. 
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This bill is a necessity if Washington is to serve its citizens adequately and to 
serve the Nation adequately as a Capital City. 


Representative O°Hara of Minnesota. Did you wish to make any 
statement, Mr. Justement, yourself? 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS JUSTEMENT, REPRESENTING THE WASH- 
INGTON METROPOLITAN CHAPTER OF THE AMERICAN INSTI- 
TUTE OF ARCHITECTS 


Mr. JusreEMENT. The statement is so brief I could read it. or else 
tell you the substance of it, which is simply that we, like most of the 
other organizations of Washington, are 100 percent in back of this 
legislation. We think it is so needed that it hardly needs any argu- 
ment on our part. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. 

Mr. JusrEMENT. And we don’t want to take any more of your time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. Thank you, Mr. 
Justement. 

I called Mr. Cockrell’s name and, since he is not here, he has per- 
mission to file his statement, if he desires to do so. 

The next witness will be Mr. Edgar G. Brown, who, I understand, 
desires to make a brief statement in behalf of the National Negro 
Council. 

Mr. Brown, the committee will be glad to hear you at this time. 

About how much time would you be desirous of h: ving ? 

Mr. Brown. About 3 or 4 minutes, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Brown. 


STATEMENT OF EDGAR G. BROWN, DIRECTOR, THE NATIONAL 
NEGRO COUNCIL 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, and members of the joint committee, I 
first wish on behalf of the National Negro Council to compliment this 
committee on its consideration of this public works program for the 
District of Columbia. 

There’s just one point I think ought to be brought before you for the 
record. 

You may be familiar with it. In fact, there was one witness here 
who represented the Federation of Citizens Associations. It is a very 
articulate group, but it does not include about a quarter of a million 
of the citizens and taxpayers of Washington, and that group is rep- 
resented by an organization known as the Federation of Civic Asso- 
ciations. So, actually, in the general thinking of a great many people, 
this latter organization of citizens, because of the racial identity of 
its members, are not recognized, as such, and have never become 
eligible for membership in the Federation of Citizens Associations, 
and we feel that isa great tragedy in presenting these matters before 
the Congress, 

We wish it understood that we do not agree with their position, 
particularly in suggesting that real-estate (a s be entirely exempted 
from further inelusion in this program. I understand Washington 
is quite a ways down the list as far as paying real-estate taxes per- 
centage-wise. 

[ happen to be a real-estate-tax payer and I am willing to accept an 
increase in taxes if that will help put this program over, because I 
think it is very imperative that it be passed. 





644 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The tax on cigarettes has been indicated here, and on liquor, and 
even groceries, I believe, this would be an oppressive tax. I hope 
the committee will find and explore other tax areas, if they must have 
these taxes, and not exclude real-estate taxes here. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think you are the first wit- 
ness who has taken that position, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. I take it, even though I think I am paying quite a 
little at the present time for the services that we receive in some 
respects; but I do feel that the Congress and the President and all 
these people in the United States who are so interested in the Nation’s 
Capital are 100 percent right, deserve to have it brought up to 
date by this public improvement program. I do not think the burden 
should be put upon any particular segment of the taxpayers, such 
as these consumers that I have just referred to. 

I would like also to file a subsequsent statement relative to the school 
buildings and other public improvements, because I haven’t had an 
opportunity because of other matters and hearings recently to go into 
just what is provided under this legislation. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Brown, you will have 
permission to file a statement. 

Would you indicate as to how soon you would be able to file the 
statement ¢ 

Mr. Brown. I will try to expedite that matter, Mr. Chairman. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Within the next week or so! 

Mr. Brown. Yes; I should think so. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. You will have 
permission to file a statement, Mr. Brown, and please file that with 
cither the clerk of the Senate committee or with the clerk of the House 
District Committee, so that we have the report. 

Mr. Brown. I thank you very much for your interest and leadership 
and statesmanship in this matter, Mr. Chairman, and the members of 
this committee. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

Mr. Brown. I happen to know some of them, especially the Rep- 
resentative of California, who has always done a great job out there, 
and I see no reason why we can’t solicit the support of the country 
back of this program. 

I do not see why the Congress needs to feel that supporting the 
Nation’s Capital will not get them votes and other tributes back 
home as well as here. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We will try to do the best 
job we can, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Brown. I am sure you will do a good job. 

Representative O’Haka of Minnesota. That concludes our list of 
witnesses, ladies and gentlemen. 

We have one witness who I imagine will take quite a while, and 
he is Mr. Martin. Therefore, I would suggest that we adjourn now 
until 2 o’clock Monday afternoon, at which time we will ask Mr. 
Martin, who I think is the only witness who has not had an oppor 
tunity to finish his testimony, to complete his testimony. 

(Whereupon, at 3:37 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m., Monday, February 1, 1954.) 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 1954 


Unitrep States Senate, House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Joint Fiscan Arrairs SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEES ON THE District or COLUMBIA, 
Washington, D.C. 


The Joint Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee met at 1:47 p. m., pursuant 
to recess, in the District of Columbia Room of the Gapito , Repre- 
sentative Joseph P. O’Hara of Minnesota presiding. 

Present: Senators Case and Beall, and Representatives O’Hara of 
Minnesota (presiding), Talle, Allen of California, Harris, and Smith 
of Virginia. 

Also present: Robert C. Albrook, clerk, and William P. Gulledge, 
assistant counsel of Senate Committee on the District of Columbia; 
and William C. McLeod, clerk, House of Representatives Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. The committee will be in 
order. We will proceed with the concluding witness, but before we 
call Mr. Martin, we have a statement here which has been received by 
Mr. Albrook, the clerk of the Senate committee. 

Without objection, this may be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(Statements of citizens are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. L. V. MURPHY, REPRESENTING FRANCIS Scott Key 
PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIATION 

The Francis Scott Key Parent-Teacher Association endorses the proposed 10- 
year public works program for the District of Columbia. 

Our schools are now trying to crowd in the thousands of children born dur- 
ing the war and immediate post-war years when the birthrate was high and 
schools were not built because of manpower and material shortages. The 
$34,781,000 requested for school construction in the public works program will 
provide for the most urgently needed school facilities for these children over 
the next 10 years. 

The 1955 school budget contains no funds for school construction. We there- 
fore urge your favorable consideration of the public works program to prevent 
further delay in providing the classrooms so critically needed in Washington. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Martin, we are ready 
to proceed with you. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JAMES L. MARTIN, FINANCE OFFICER- 
ASSESSOR OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Martin. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. As I recall it in your testi- 
meny in the early days of the hearing, you had barely gotten started. 


645 
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So, I think it would be advisable for you to go ahead and either 
ignore what you said before and start all over again, or take that 
into consideration and continue from there on as you please, 

Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman, I was requested to put one figure in 
the record, and that is the per capita Federal grant in the State of 

California. I think the figure for the District of Columbia of $7.68 
per capita is already in the record. The comparable figure in the 
State of California is $16.90 per capita. 

I think, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that when I was on the 
stand before I covered generally the first three pages of my prepared 
statement. I will briefly summarize what is contained in those three 
pages. 

[ explained the characteristics of the city of Washington. 

I summarized the tax proposals contained in the bill. 

I presented for the record a statement of the existing taxes showing 
the comprehensive system that we do have in the District of Columbia, 
and also showing the revenues during the fiscal years 1951, 1952, 
and 1953. 

I also presented certain per capita tax studies as between the Dis 
trict of Columbia and other cities and in the surrounding counties 
in Maryland and Virginia. 

Briefly, that summarizes the first three pages and the supporting 
documents of my prepared statement, so that I will say that I will 
now launch into the various tax proposals in the bill. I will discuss 
them by title. 

litle V has to do with vault space in the District of Columbia, which 
was mentioned by Mr. Harrison when he testified in connection with 
the highway fund. I think this is noncontroversial. The only thing 
that the bill has in it is authority to transfer those revenues from 
the general fund to the highway fund. 

At the present time the vault rents amount to approximately 
$32,000 a year. 

On page 1 of my statement I gave a summary of the vaults as 
recorded in my office. I do not believe it is necessary to say anything 
further about vaults because they should be in the highway fund, 
because the highway department has to do with the engineering 
phases of vaults and spends highway funds in order to maintain, in- 
spect and do other things in connection with vaults. 

Title VI of the bill is discussed beginning on page 3 of my prepared 
statement. Under existing law motor vehicles and trailers are sub- 
ject to registration fees and they are at various rates, and also it 
discusses tangible personal property taxes. We propose that = 
said fees and taxes be abolished and that a schedule of fees similar i1 
principle to those in effect in the State of Maryland be adopted for 
the District of Columbia. We call such a system of fees a “flat fee.” 

Existing registration fees are credited to the highway fund, and 
personal property taxes are credited to the general fund. Under the 
terms of the bili the revenues from the “flat” fees if such a system 
were adopted would be eredited between the highway. fund and the 
general fund as determined by the Board of Commissioners. We 
put that provision in so that there would be some flexibility in the 
use of those revenues as between the two funds. 
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a could happen one year that the highway department did not need 
“X” dollars'tnd the general fund did, so the Commissioners, by a per- 
iatteal apportionment, could take care of that situation. 1 might 
say that Iam prepared if it should be desired to give exact percentages 
as to the allocation of those revenues between the two funds. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What would be the differ- 
ence in the income ¢ 

Mr. Marrin. The difference in the income would be reflected as 
shown on page A of my general statement, and that would be a net 
decrease in the:overall revenues of $120,000. 

The reason for that is this: If we adopt the schedule which we 
phy eye for passenger vehicles, that is $20 for those weighing up to 
3,500 pounds, and $30 for those weighing more than 3,700 pounds, and 
if we gave a fair proportionate increase or apportionment of the fees 
to the different type of vehicles, we would sustain a loss of $120,000. 
That is due primarily to the fact that we have about 180,000 auto- 
mobile registrations in the District of Columbia and only about 20,000 
truck registrations, so you can see the effect that the automobiles would 
play upon any system of fees, particularly if you want to start with 
the automobiles at certain rates, such as the $20 and $30 rates which 
we propose in the bill. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do vou have any figures, Mr. 
Martin, as to the number of vehicles that operate within the District 
of Columbia that are exempt from taxation, such as the Government, 
the District, all of these embassies and the like? Are they not al! 
exempt from the payment of fees? 

Mr. Martin. The Federal Government cars are, and the District 
government cars are and the cars owned by foreign governments. 
And, of course, motor vehicles and trailers of all kinds owned by 
charitable institutions which are otherwise exempt from personal 
property tax are exempt from the fees. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do they pay for a license 
or certificate, and I am speaking now of the diplomatic corps? 

Mr. Martin. The diplomatic tags are free. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. They pay no tax whatso- 
ever ¢ 

Mr. Martin. No, they do not. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. How many diplomatic cars 
are there in the District? 

Mr. Martin. I am sorry I do not have that information. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Who would have that? 

Mr. Martin. The Director of Vehicles and Traffic. Mr. Keneipp is 
here. I have some figures here. There are 5,100 Federal vehicles and 
1,350 diplomatic vehicles. 

Mr. Scuvyuer Lower. There are 197,000 privately owned. 

Mr. Martin. That is a figure I approximated when I said roughly 
180,000 passenger vehicles and about 20,000 trucks. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have to furnish free 
of cost plates to the diplomatic and Government licensees? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Do you furnish all the Gov- 
ernment cars in the District with their license plates? 

Mr. Martin. Yes. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Why should you have to 
do that? 

Mr. Marrin. That is a system I have nothing to do with. Inci- 
dentally, that law is administered by the Director of Traffic and not 
by my office. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Maybe we should have Mr. 
Keneipp in here briefly when we get finished with you. I don’t know 
why we should be furnishing the tags for the Federal (tovernment. 
What is the cost of furnishing those plates? Do you have any idea? 

Mr. Martin. No, I do not. If there is any error in the statement 
I have just made with respect to those, Mr. Keneipp will straighten 
them out because I have nothing to do with those tags and perhaps | 
should not attempt to testify about them. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. But we are on this one ques- 
tion and I was curious about it. 

Representative Harris. I wonder, while we are on that subject, if 
there are any figures available as to just how much the costs the Dis 
trict of Columbia must assume in services of this kind which are gra- 
tuitous. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is there any way that we can 
get the figures on that? 

Mr. Martin. You mean the cost of the tags? 

Representative Harrts. Everything, all services that are free, that 
the District of Columbia must assume. 

Mr. Spencer. We are working on those figures and perhaps we will 
have it later on, perhaps tomorrow. 

Representative Harris. Very well, I think it would be interesting. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think we should have the 
cost of furnishing the tags to these exempt vehicles. It certainly 
seems strange that they should not have to at least pay for the costs 
of manufacturing the tag itself. 

Representative Tatie. I asked that question a number of years ago 
and I was told that it was nominal. However, it occurred to me, in 
view of the numbers that the cost cannot be nominal. Can you say 
if there is reciprocity so that other nations furnish plates to our people 
free just as we do to embassies here ? 

Mr. Martin. I woudn’t know about that, sir. 

Representative Tate. I think we should know about that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Did you have any other ques- 
tions? 

Representative Tatie. No. 

Representative Harris. We are getting further involved as we go 
along. 

Mr. Martin. I would:like to say that this flat fee system in Mary- 
land has been in effect for a number of years, and is apparently well 
accepted. I think Senator Beall would tell you that. 

Representative Harris. What would be your reaction to the pro- 
posed $3 or $3.50 increase per automobile as was given to us last week ! 

Mr. Martin. My answer to that is that it is a very practical one. I 
was going to come to that. I had quite a time discussing this matter 
with the large organized groups in trying to get support. 

I might say that the Washington Automotive Trade Association 
has been advocating a flat fee for about 15 years, but in order to sell 
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the proposed program here I had to talk to the American Automobile 
Association and the Keystone Automobile Club and the trucking as- 
sociation, and I am quite sure that if we considered fees of, say, $23.50 
and $33.50 instead of our proposed $20 and $30 fees, we would lose the 
support of at least the two automobile clubs and both of those clubs 
are rather influential. In other words, what we are proposing here 
is something that is suported by all of the organized automobile and 
truck clubs. 

Representative Harris. They would rather pay an additional 1-cent 
tax on gasoline than to raise the revenue in this manner. 

Mr. Martin. I don’t know how they feel about that. At least they 
have not expressed their opinion tome. Ido know how they feel about 
this proposed flat-fee system. 

Representative Harris. Do they support the l-cent increase in 
gasoline ¢ 

Mr. Martin. I did not discuss that with them at all, 

Representative Harris. Why did you not discuss that with them? 
It is certainly as important as this, if they are as influential as they 
say. 

Mr. Martin. The gasoline tax is not my tax. It is a highway tax, 
and Mr. Harrison of the Highway Department discussed that tax 
when he testified. 

General Prentiss. I believe when Mr. Washington Cleveland, the 
secretary for the American Automobile Association, was on the stand, 
he testified that his organization was in support of this program, in- 
cluding the gasoline tax, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. You may pro- 
ceed, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Martin. The flat fee is very desirable from an administrative 
standpoint. At the present time, and if you come down to my office 
you can see the process going on right now, the application reregistra- 
tion forms are printed in the Office of Director of Vehicles and Traffic. 
Those forms contain everything except the personal property tax 
assessment and the tax and the total due for all purposes. That is 
the inspection fee, the registration fee, and the personal property tax. 

Those forms in that uncompleted state are sent to my office, and 
when they reach there they have to be segregated by make, year, and 
model. 

So the work of handling the approximately 200,000 applications 
consumes about 5 weeks in my personal tax division, and the time of 
everybody in that division, practically speaking, from the three 
members of the board, our personal tax appraisers, and the account- 
ants right on down to the messengers, so that 5 weeks are taken out 
of the time of that office for this particular job. 

If we had a flat-fee system, the Fee would be placed right on the 
addressograph plate and as one operation the registration forms could 
be printed in the Office of the Director of Vehicles and Traffic. We 
estimate that during that 5-week period, and I have testified to this 
before, that the tax revenues that we lose by reason of assessments 
that we cannot make during that 5-week period approximate at least 
$40,000. So that this $120,000 that are referred to on “A” of my 
statement would be offset by something with a minimum of $40,000 in 
the way of additional assessments, and taxes. So that there would 
not be a complete loss of $120,000. 
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Representative Harrts. Do you show that in this table here‘ 

Mr. Martin. The $40,000? 

Representative Harris. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. No. That is not reflected in the table on page A. 
I show only the loss of $120,000 in the actual revenues themselves. 

That is revenues that would be derived from the flat-fee system as 
compared to the aggregate of personal property tax, and existing 
registration fees. 

Representative Harris. But you did take into consideration the 
$40,000 when you reached the conclusion of $120,000 loss ¢ 

Mr. Martin. No. I did not. That $40,000 will offset the $120,000 
loss. 

Representative Harris. This table that you have on page A does 
not reflect the true estimate, then / 

Mr. Martin. Well, in effect it does not. But I can tell you that 
you could adjust that $120,000 figure, a minus figure, and make it 
$80,000. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That would be what it would 
amount to, a $80,000 loss ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Yes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Coming back to the question 
which Mr. Harris asked you with reference to this suggestion of 
$3.50 tax made by some witness here, which I understood would be 
sort of a special license tax for the District of Columbia, that was 
your idea on it? 

Representative Harris. No, my understanding, or perhaps it was 
the wrong impression, but it was that instead of the $20 as an example 
of the registration fee or flat fee for an automobile which would be 
obtained through the fee of a license, it would make it $23.50, instead 
of $20, and consequently raise the additional revenue in that manner. 
Was that your understanding ? 

Mr. Martin. My statement was that somebody proposed that you 
offset the 1-cent increase in the motor-vehicle tax. 

Representative Harris. That is right. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What would that $3.50 times 
180,000 vehicles amount to? 

Mr. Martin. It would be $3.50 times 200,000, which be $750,000. 
And somebody made a good calculation there. 

Representative O’HAra of Minnesota. But we are certainly con- 
fronted with a lot of problems here. We are trying not to miss any. 

Mr. Martin. Another reason for presenting the flat-fee system 
and why it was advocated by the two automobile associations is the 
high cost of the initial registration of an automobile. Let us say 
[ buy an automobile on April 1. I have got to pay the full registra- 
tion fee, and I have got to pay the full personal property tax, and 
ilso the 2 percent excise tax. Just to get that car running, depending 
on the make of the car, I will pay something up to, or something 
exceeding $100. 

The combination of the personal property tax and the excise tax 
will be close to $100 as to most any car, and I am talking about a 
new automobile that a person may purchase today. 

Representative Harris. You propose to do away with the personal 
property tax on them, do you not? 
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Mr.. Martin. No. At the present time the incidence of all three 
of these taxes amounts to such a large amount that it is a severe burden 
— the ar owner, and I will tell you frankly it has resulted in 

any automobiles being registered in the State of Virginia. 

Representative Harris. Perhaps purchased in the State of 
Virginia, too? 

Mr. Martin. That wouldn't make any difference, if they were pur- 
chased in the State of Virginia or Maryland, the tax would have to 
he paid here, the car would have to be registered here. 

That is one reason the two automobile associations are in favor 
of a flat-fee system. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. While you are on the subject 
of this automobile tax, and it isn’t that 1 am urging it with any 
javorable view on my point, but I have noticed that some cities require 

special tax, and they have the State tax, the State plates, and then 
inserted with the State plates is a special license for that particular 
city. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have you given any con- 
sideration to what that amount of tax is, or what the average amount 
of tax that is charged for that special license to operate upon the 
streets is? 

Mr. Martin. You mean in other cities ¢ 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Well, it is for the residents 
of that city. They pay the taxes. Of course, the nonresident does not. 
I was just wondering, in searching for revenue, whether any *onsider- 
ation has been given ‘to that type of tax. 

Mr. Martin. No, we have not considered that, and I know that in 
the State of Virginia they have a flat-fee system charge, as far as the 
State is cone erned, which is $10. They have the local tax in addition 
to that, the registration fee, and in addition to that the personal prop- 
erty tax in the State of Virginia. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. For example I think Alex- 
andria has a special license tax. 

Mr. Martrn. It does, and Arlington County does, also. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you know how much 
that is? 

Mr. Martin. I have the figure in my office. I cannot quote it here. 

Representative O’Hara of “Minnesota. Do you know, Judge Smith ? 

Representative Surrn of Virginia. It is around $12 or $10. The 
State tax is $10. 

Mr. Martry. But in addition to that they pay personal property 
tax on the motor vehicle and they report them on their personal prop- 
erty tax returns. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. You are not abolishing that. 

Mr. Martin. I would abolish both the registration fee and the per- 
sonal property tax, and establish this one flat fee in lieu of that. 

Representative Harris. I wonder if we could break that down, to 
see the effect of it by giving an automobile as an illustration and see 
how much reduction in taxes he is going to have. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Take a Chevrolet automo- 
bile. 

Mr. Martin. You mean in the District of Columbia? 


42387— 54-42 
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Representative Smirn of Virginia. What it is now, and what it 
would be. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is what we would like 
to know, on an automobile, what he pays this year as compared to 
what is proposed in this bill. 

Mr. Martin. It would vary, according to the age of the car and 
the model of the car. 

Representative Harris. Take a new car as an example. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Take a 1954 car. Under 
the present law what does the owner of that car pay in present taxes. 

Mr. Martin. If you take my 1949 Pontiac, I would pay a $5 regis- 
tration fee, a $1 inspection fee. 

General Prentiss. He has testified that the total reduction would 
amount to $120,000, and with 200,000 vehicles registered, that would 
amount to a reduction of approximately 60 cents per vehicle on an 
average, I think. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. All right. Let us get back 
to your example, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Martin. On my 1949 Pontiac, I would now pay $5 on my reg 
istration fee, and mine happens to be 10 pounds below the 3,500-pound 
limit, and most of them run over that, and are $8. At any rate, my 
car did not have a radio in it, so it weighed just under 3,500 pounds. 

So the registration fee is $5, and the personal property tax is $12, 
or a total of $17. 

Under this proposed plan I would pay $20 instead of $17. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You would be paying more. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. But other users who would 
be paying less. 

Mr. Martin. There are users who would pay more, and there are 
users who would pay less, and that is bound to happen under a flat- 
fee system, but if you take a car, and take it through its normal life 
you will find that the payments over the life of the car pretty well 
averaged out under a flat fee system what would be paid under a dual 
system. 

Representative Harris. Could you give us a comparison of a 1954 
Cadillac ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; I have the schedule right here. I can give 
you the 1953 Cadillac. 

Representative Harris. That would be all right. 

Mr. Martin. A 1953 Cadillac will of course carry the $12 registra- 
tion fee because of its weight, and personal property tax would vary 
between $60.50 and $80.50. 

Representative Harris. The $60.50 one. 

Mr. Martin. Then the payment required at the present time would 
be $72.50. 

Representative Harris. What would be required under your pro- 
posal ¢ 

Mr. Martin. $30. 

Representative Harris. In other words he would get a reduction in 
taxes of $42.50. 

Mr. Martin. He would immediately, but that is not the only answer 
to it, if I may give some other information. 
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Representative Harris. But your 1949 Pontiac would be increased 
$3.50. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. On the other hand, if you will take a 1942 
Cadillac, you will find that a 1942 Cadillac is worth no more than 
a 1942 Ford or Chevrolet or Plymouth. In other words, a Cadillac 
isa car that has a very rapid depreciation or obsolescence. 

Representative Harris. We are not saying it because it is a 

Cadillac. You can take any other large car, and you would have the 
same thing. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. There is one factor I would like to eall 
attention to, and that is the fact that the owners of those automobiles 
will replace them oftener than I will in my income tax bracket, so 
that they will pay the excise tax of 2 percent oftener than the other 
owners will. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I suppose I will have to dif- 
fer with you on trade-in value. 

Mr. Martin. If you are trading in a Cadillac on a Cadilac, it has 
a high trade-in value, but if you trade a Cadillac in on a Ford, it has 
a poor trade-in value, and if there are any automobile men in the 
room, they will sustain what I am saying. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You are loading on the 
small-car owner a heavier burden than on the large-car owner. That 
is the result of the flat-fee system, is it not? 

Mr. Marrin. There is no question in the world about that. 

Representative Tarte. In my State we have the 2 percent sale or 
use tax, just as here when a car is bought. For Fords, Chevrolets, and 
Plymouths, the tax for the plates is > 30. It was that this year; it was 
that last year, and it was that in 1952. 

Mr. Martin. You have got a flat- fee system there. 

Representative Tatte. Yes, but graduated upward according to 
the weight of the car, so the cost for a Cadillac is higher. Reducing 
the annual cost for the tags, as the car grows older has been abandoned 
now. 

Mr. Martin. Of course most of our cars fall in the lowest regis- 
tration class, that is in the $5 class. Fewer are in the $8 class, and 
we have relatively few automobiles, around 2,000 in the Cadillac, or 
in the class weight of 4500 pounds or more. 

Representative Tatue, Wouldn't a $30 fee be easier to handle as 
to accounting, and wouldn’t it bring you a good income? 

Mr. Martin. You mean on all cars? 

Representative Tatie. Well, classes, Fords, Chevrolets and Ply- 
mouths as one class, and something higher for the other class. 

Mr. Martin. Under a flat-fee system it makes no difference what 
the fees are, because when you obtain a tag, a registration fee is 
charged, and that is placed on it, and that is the end of it. 

Representative Tatie. You would have more than one flat fee. You 
would have a flat fee by classes of cars. 

Mr. Marrin. By weights and you would certainly have to have 
that with your trucks and buses. 

Representative Harris. Do you have any information as to other 
jurisdictions on charging a flat fee also and imposing a personal 
property tax ¢ 
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Mr. Martin. No, I do not. As a matter of fact, I don’t know of 
any jurisdiction other than Maryland that has a flat fee. TI have not 
made an exhaustive study as to what the States may have, generally. 

Representative Harris. Most of them have it. 

Mr. Marrtn. A flat-fee system ¢ 

Representative Tarte. I found that the District of Columbia system 
was most unusual when I inquired here, because you break down the 
total amount into three or four different categories, inspection fee, and 
personal property and tags, and so on. 

Mr. Marry. Yes, sir. 

Representative Tarie. The flat fee is far simpler. 

Mr. Marrin. As I said, from an administrative standpoint the 
flat-fee system is very desirable. 

At the same time we were drafting something that would have 
the support of the various clubs of car and truck owners. I can only 
tell you again that I know from my own experience, because I have 
done a lot of traveling in Maryland, and I have made many inquiries 
about this flat-fee system over there, and I even went to the Com 
missioner of Motor Vehicles. It is a very popular system and the 
people like it. 

Representative O’Hara of Minresota. You may proceed, Mr. 
Martin. 

Mr. Martin. If I may conclude what I have to say about flat fees, 
the general principles in these things are that the fees would be fixed 
and would be paid on every registration. There would be a reduction 
of 50 percent in fees for registration on and after October 1 of each 
year. 

These fees would be paid by all owners of automobiles, other than 
the United States, the District of Columbia and foreign governments 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you take into considera- 
tion in the flat-fee system what some States do; namely, the weight of 
the vehicle as to whether it is a certain weight, or the age of the ve 
hicles, those two elements particularly ? 

Does your flat-fee system take that into consideration ? 

Mr. Martin. The flat-fee system does not consider age at all; no. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. So much per weight? 

Mr. Marrtn. So much per weight of the car, and nothing else. 

The Cuarrman. You mean as you propose it, it does not contem 
plate anything else? 

Mr. Martin. And as it is in the State of Maryland. 

The Cuamman. We have the flat-fee system in my State, but the) 
do take into consideration the age. It drops after 3 years, and after 
» years, 

Mr. Martry. I am not “familiar with that. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. That is true of our State, 
too. They make and give a credit for the age of the vehicle. 

Mr. Martin. Of course, in effect we do that when we have personal 
property taxes, too. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. That is true. 

The Caarmman. Your proposal is to abandon that and use the flat 
fee. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; as they have in the State of Maryland. 
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And beginning on page 6 I have the existing registration fees in 
the first column and the proposed fees in the second column for all 
classes of motor vehicles and trailers. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Could you figure up that 
net $80,000 loss which you indicate is $120,000, would your pepe, 
figures be out of line with, say, the flat-fee system in M: panes 
they were slightly increased, so ‘that you did not pick up the defic it 

Mr. Marry. I will be very frank. I am not concerned about that 
deficit of $120,000 or $80,000, whichever you may call it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I grant you it is not very 
much, 

Mr. Martin. For this reason, and that is that with a system of flat 
fees you are in effect hedging against a loss of revenue in the future. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Because in 3 years it would 
be wiped out. 

Mr. Martin. Because if the selling price of the motor vehicle and 
the trailer goes down, and personal property tax exemptions are go- 
ing down, therefore our revenue from those sources will go down. 
So that I am perfectly willing to invest. $120,000 in order to save a 
couple of hundred thousand dollars, possibly a couple of years from 
how, 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think you are right. All 
right, proceed, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Martin. Title LX of the bill has to do with alcoholic beverages 
and beer, and that begins on page 7 of my prepared statement. I 
showed the existing rates in the District of Columbia and Maryland 
and Virginia by the rates they pay, and the proposed rates. 

These proposed increases in rates were discussed with the Alcoholic 
Beverage Board, and are, we think, reasonable; the rates, we think, are 
reasonable. The increases are reasonable, and we think that any in- 
crease in prices by reason of the increases in taxes will have no bad 
effect upon business in the District of Columbia. 

Senator Beatt. How do these prices compare with those in other 
States? I notice in the paper you said that they were lower in the 
District of Columbia than in other States. There is a $1 barrel tax 
now in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Martin. You mean on beer? 

Senator Braui. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; and in other States you will find the tax going 
up as high as $9. 

Senator Beaux. A barrel ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; in the State of Mississippi. 

Senator Beati. And California pays 62 cents a barrel; and in Mis- 
souri, 62 cents a barrel; Wyoming, 62 cents a barrel; Colorado is 93 
cents a barrel; Nevada is 93 cents a barrel; and in Maryland it is 93 
cents. 

In Connecticut it is $1. In Delaware it is $1. In Montana it is $1. 
In Rhode Island it is $1. In Wisconsin it is $1. In the State of 
Washington it is $1. 

In New York it is $1.03. In New Jersey it is $1.03. 

So your $1 tax right now is just about in line with other taxes. 

Representative Harris. Does the gentleman yield ¢ 

Senator Brau. Yes, sir. 





656 PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Representative Harris. Did you say that Mississippi has a beer tax 
of $9? 

Mr. Martin. No, my memory was faulty. It is $6.62. 

Representative Harris. I was under the impression that Mississippi 
was a dry State. 

Senator Bear. I will tell you I am glad you brought that up. If 
they keep on taxing beer as they are doing, they are going to make it 
dry all over. 

The Cuatrrman. What is it in Virginia ¢ 

Mr. Martin. $3.10. 

The Cuarrman. What is it in Delaware? 

Mr. Martin. $1. 

The Cuarrman. What is it in Pennsylvania ¢ 

Mr. Martin. $2.48. 

The Cuarrman. What is it in Ohio? 

Mr. Martin. Up to 3.2 percent it is $1.50, and 3.2 to 7 percent it is 
$2.50. 

The CHarmman. What is it in West Virginia? 

Mr. Marttn. $2.75. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What was that in Pennsy! 
vania, again ¢ 

Mr. Martin. $2.48. 

Senator Brau. It was for less than 3.2 percent. Of course, you 
understand that 3.2 percent is not considered usable. 

Mr. Martin. We had it here one time, and we used to spike it. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I meant Illinois. 

Mr. Martin. $1.24. 

The Cuarrman. What is it in the State of Lowa? 

Mr. Martin. $2 48. 

Representative Atten of California. How much is it a can, if it 
is $1 a barrel ? 

Mr. Martin. I can tell you what it is here. Let me give you some 
of the higher States. 

Senator Beaty. You take Wisconsin and Maryland, they are 
accustomed to it as a beverage. 

Mr. Martin. Florida has a tax of $7.44, and Georgia has a tax of 
$9, and Louisiana, $10. 

Senator Bratt. What is the consumption in the States that have 
taxes like that? 

Mr. Martin. From what I know about those States, I think their 
consumption of alcoholic beverages is a rather high figure. I think 
that information would be interesting. An increase of $1 a barrel 
would mean this per case, per bottle and per glass: Per case it would 
mean 0.0726 cents, about 714 cents. Per bottle of 12 ounces, 0.00302, 
a little over 3 mils. And per glass, 0.00176, or about 2 mils. 

Senator Beaty. What does the Federal Government collect from 
the tax on beer in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Marttn. I wouldn’t know. 

Senator Brat. It is about $5 million. I was just wondering if 
it wouldn’t be better to have an assessment, a part of that paid by 
the Federal Government, rather than tax the beer. 

Mr. Martin. You mean for the Federal Government to make an 
additional payment for the District government ? 
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Senator Brau. You get about $5 million from the breweries for 
ihe sale of beer. 

Mr. Martin. That would be wonderful. 

Senator Bratz. If you could make it up that way, rather than 
increase the tax. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What is your indicated 
income from your increased tax ¢ 

Mr. Martin. $1,100,000. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. On beer / 

Mr. Martin. No, that is on spirits and champagnes, and wines. 

The Cuamman. Did you make up the table for the committee which 
compares existing rates with the proposed increases on these items 
all along the line? 

Mr. Martin. No, I have not. In my statement I show the rates 
in the District of Columbia, and Pennsylvania, Maryland, and New 
York. I do not have complete statements. 

The CHarrMan. It seems to me to be very helpful to the committee. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think it would be exceed- 
ingly helpful, because we have got a great mass of things to go over. 

The CuHatrman. I have before me a list here of taxes on alcoholic 
beverages, cigarettes, and motor vehicles which the staff got up as 
to what it now is. But, until the bill was prepared, we did not know 
what it could be. I wonder when we come to marking up the bill 
whether we could have on one page of it the present rate, what you 
propose to make it on every item in the bill. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And what the present income 
is, and what the anticipated income is. I think, generally speaking 
on most of these things if you raise taxes you will have trouble in 
consumption. 

Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, again going back to 
what I said before, these comparative figures are very interesting in 
themselves, but I personally am most conscious of our competition 
position with Maryland and Virginia. 

Actually I am more concerned with tax rates and sales in Maryland 
and Virginia than I am in your State, Senator, or in other States, 
not bordering on the District of Columbia. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. There is no question their 
sales affect your income from the Distict of Columbia. I do not think 
there could be any question about that. 

Representative Harris. Even so, you have a 1-cent tax on cigarettes, 
and you propose another 1-cent, which would make it 2 cents, when 
there is no tax in either Virginia or Maryland. That is true, is it not? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; Maryland has the sales tax. 

Representative Harris. And on beer you have a District of Colum- 
bia tax of $1, and you propose to raise it to $3, and Maryland has 93 
cents. 

Mr. Martin. Yes. 

Representative Harris. And Virginia has $3.10. 

Mr. Martin. Yes. 

Senator Bratt. You said you estimate you are going to get 
$1.200,000 in revenue when you increase this $3 

Mr. Martin. The beer is $1,100,000. 
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Senator Bratt. In Massachusetts in 1947 they raised their tax from 
$1 to $2, and the revenue dropped off in 1948 $1,500,000. You might 
check that. I thing you may be a little optimistic about what your 
increase will be, because I question when you put the tax on whether 
you will get the consumption. 

Mr. Martin. It could be. We do know what the selling price of 
both beer and spirits and wines and champagnes are in the District 
of Columbia and what they are in Maryland and Virginia, and it is 
a fact that our prices are lower, generally speaking, ‘than in either 
of those jurisdictions, and this increase in tax will not merease the 
selling price to the point where we will either equal or exceed the 
selling price in Maryland or Virginia. 

Representative Atten of California. Do you have the per capita 
consumption of beer in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Martry. No, I do not. Mr. Payne is here. He might be able 
to answer it. 

Representative Atten of California. The increase in taxes per 
capita would be so insignificant as to not change it very much. ‘Two 
doliars-a barrel per capita would be about $2 a year. 

Mr. Martin. A $2 increase in beer means a 14-cent increase per ease 
of 24 bottles. 

The Cuatrrman. And 2 mills per glass. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. What about comparative prices on cigarette taxes. 
What is the cigarette tax in Pennsylvania ? 

Mr. Martin. Let me see if I have those figures with me. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We should keep in mind that 
we are also paying a sales tax on these commodities when they are 
sold, which amounts to quite a little money. 

Mr. Martin. I have some fragmentary information on cigarette 
taxes. 

The CHamrMan. May we have it ¢ 

Mr. Marrtn. Of the 48 States, 7 of them, California, Colorado, 
Maryland, Missouri, North Carolina, Oregon and Virginia respec- 
tively levy no State cigarette tax. The Oregon Legislature passed a 
3-cent tax, which was subject to a referendum in November 1952. 
What happened there, I don’t know. 

Baltimore in Maryland has a 2-cent tax, and four cities in Missouri 
impose cigarette taxes. While imposition of taxes varies, a normal 
pack of 20 is used as the basis. 

Of those States imposing a cigarette tax, the District of Columbia 
is the only one having a tax as low as 1 cent. The highest tax is in 
Louisiana, at 8 cents, and Arkansas and North Dakota, 6 cents. 
Florida, Massachusetts, Tennessee, and Oklahoma charge 5 cents. 

Ten States have a 4-cent tax. Ten States have a 3-cent tax. Seven 
have a 2-cent tax. ‘The New Hampshire tax is 15 percent of the retail 
price. 

That is a very general summary, but I would like to present those 
figures up to date in connection with the information you asked for. 

The Cuamr™.\n. Most of them seem to be in the 3-and 4-cent bracket. 

Mr. Marrtn. Yes, sir. 

The next title of the bill is the insurance tax. That is title XI and 
begins on page 10 of my statement. 
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The CuarrMan. I wonder if we cannot expedite this a little bit and 
introduce a few direct questions. The statement is in the record, is it 
not ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, it is. 

The CuHarrMan. On this insurance matter, you heard the testimony 
of the people from the insurance agency where they spoke about the 
retaliatory statute which existed in many States. 

Mr. Martin. I did not hear the testimony, but I heard it in a hear- 
ing before the Board of Commissioners. 

The Cramman. What is your estimate of the validity of the argu- 
ment ? 

Mr. Martix. They have not proved to me that the impact of the 
total tax they would have to pay would have any detrimental effect, 
either upon the Mutual Life Insurance Co.. either in the way of divi- 
dends or insurance rates. They have not proved that. That is the 
point I am making. 

The CHarrmMan. What of the illustration of the imposition of the 
tax which would collect about $6,000 from that one company, and 
would result in the paying of about $68,000 to other States? 

Mr. Martin. But the fact remains that the percent increase in tax 
would produce $5,000 in revenue in the District of Columbia from all 
the insurance companies operating here. 

It is a penalty that Acacia would have to pay because of the in- 
creased tax in the District of Columbia. 

The CHATRMAN. Can you suggest any way that we can work it so 
that instead of our collecting $6,000 and the States getting the $68 000, 
we could collect the $68,000? 

Mr. Martin. Well, if it were not retaliatory I would suggest that 
perhaps these insurance companies should pay us some taxes on 
their investment in the District of Columbia, such as real estate 
investment. 

In that connection, I hold in my hand an advertisement which ap- 
peared in the morning Post. placed there by the Institute of Life 
Insurance Companies, and I will quote from it: 

Life insurance funds are playing a major role in this changing picture by 
financing much of this building activity. 

The Caamman. What is the hes ding of that item ? 

Mr. Martin. The heading is “America is going Suburban.” 

The Cuarrman. That was the point I suggested the other day when 
we had the discussion about the fact that America was going suburban. 
Cities generally are doing that, and it is not a peculiar problem of the 
District of Columbia. The reasons for it were largely reasons other 
than tax rates. You were here the other day, were you not? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; but the District cannot go suburban, because 
the District is practically built up already, and we have no suburbs, 
and we cannot expand our boundaries. 

The Cuarrman. That is true, but the District can, and I suppose 
the purpose of this bill is to make it possible to improve the living 
conditions within the District so that we get the things in the District 
that people go out in the suburbs to got 

Mr. Martix. The public works bill is designed to be beneficial to 
the District of Columbia. 

Incidentally, it will be of great help to the surrounding counties 
also, particularly in the way of moving traffic. The only reason I 
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brought this item in here is to present it in connection with my pre- 
yared statement. The fact is that these insurance companies have 
1uge investments in real estate mortgages, and Washington is a fine 
place for such financing on the part of those who have money to loan. 

What I do not like about this retaliatory tax is this: Suppose an 
insurance company does the same amount of business in Washington 
and in West Virginia. Yet they have there $100 million in imvested 
capital, in real estate Jouns, and in West Virginia not a single penny. 
We are losing taxes here that would be paid by our bank and loan 
institutions, other than insur: ance companies, which are required under 
the existing laws. 

If West Vi irginia wanted to be practical in retaliation they would 
make some adjustment on that premium tax because of the tax lost 
on the interest from these real-estate mortgages. 

The CHairman. Clear me up on this point. Would this proposed 
tax merely apply or would it apply to real-estate mortgages? 

Mr. Martin. No, this tax applies to net premium receipts only, 
and nothing else. 

The CHatmman. Are you proposing a tax to apply to real-estate 
mortgages ? 

Mr. Martin. No, we are not doing that, because again you have this 
reed feature. We are satisfied with the measure of the tax 
if we can get that one-half percent when measured on premium 
oni 

The Cuarman. If a bank or a trust company down here has any 
real-estate mortgages within the District of Columbia that they pay 
a tax on the volume of that, that is your point, is it not, and the insur- 
ance does not ? 


Mr. Martin. That is right. The banks pay us 4 percent on interest 
earned, and erin lenders like H. L. Rust Co. pay 5 percent. We 


get nothing from the insurance companies on that source of revenue. 

The Cuamman. How do you justify that? That is a discrimina- 
tion against the trust companies or the finance companies that are 
more or less, you might say, wholly home-owned. 

Mr. Martin. It is, and goodness knows there is enough money in 
Washington owned by banks other than the insurance companies to 
take care of any mortgage money that anyone wants. 

The CuarrMan. How does it happen that they discriminate against 
the local people and give the insurance companies the benefit of that 
evasion ¢ 

Mr. Marrttn. That is the way the law is written at the present time. 

The Cuamman. Then what have you suggested to correct that? 

Mr. Marttn. I don’t know of any way to correct this, that would 
not run into that retaliatory tax. If we retain our present 2 percent 
premium tax, and said that the insurance company had to pay either 
a 4 or 5 percent tax on their real estate mortgage interest, I am afraid 
the other States would say, “Well, if the District imposes that, then 
we are going to impose them on their insurance companies operating 
in our jurisdictions.” 

So we do not get anywhere. That retaliatory feature is all wrong 
in principle because it has the effect of freezing insurance taxes for- 
ever. 

The Cuamman. Do you have any suggestion on that, Mr. West? 
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Mr. Vernon West. I have not, because I understand that if any 
tax is levied on an insurance company as an insurance company, then 
the retaliatory provisions apply. If it is a general tax applicable to 
all classes of business, then they are exempt from the retaliatory pro- 
visions. 

The Cuamman. is it possible to draw a tax law that would apply 
to the mortgage investments in the District of Columbia without ex- 
empting insurance companies? In effect, do we not have now some 
law that ones the insurance companies from taxes that are appli- 
cable to other holders of real estate mortgages ? 

Mr. West. You could have a general law, but then you would have 
to change the system of taxing banks and tax them upon their loans. 
Rather than the 4 percent on ‘their gross earnings, less interest that 
they pay. 

The CHamman. Do either of you have any idea how much real 
estate investment there is by insurance companies within the District 
of Columbia ? 

Mr. Martin. I do not, but I know it is a huge sum of money. 

The CHatrman. You mentioned that-the bank tax was 4 percent. 

Mr. Martin. The bank tax would be 4 percent, but the corporations 
would pay a 5 percent tax. Unincorporated businesses would pay a 
5 percent tax. 

The Cuatrman. I searcely can accept what that suggests. For in- 
stance, if the insurance companies in the District of Columbia have a 
real estate investment of $25 million, 4 percent of that would be 
around $1 million, is that right ? 

Mr. Martin. Four percent would yield $1 million in interest, and 
then take 4 percent of that which is the tax. 

The Cuairman. That would be $40,000, 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any idea what the investment is in 
insurance companies ? 

Mr. Martin. No, but I will quote from the presentation that these 
insurance companies made to the Commissioners. It is a fragment, 
I will grant you. They were trying to show they were doing many 
things that were of great economic value to the District of Columbia. 
“This section is entitled, and this is the document they presented to the 
(Commissioners, and this particular section is headed “Contributions 
to the District.” 

The article goes on to say: 

It may be thought that because a substantial part of the insurance business 
in the District is conducted by foreign companies doing business here, the 
money of our citizen is leaving the District with no resulting advantage to our 
community. The 1952 operations records of 49 insurance companies of other 
jurisdictions were reviewed. These companies increased their investments in 
the District $12,979,000. * * * 

Now, that is just 1 year. So, if you take the accumulated invest- 
ments over the years, I have no idea of what it would amount to. 

The CuamrmaNn. I suggest you confer with the Corporation Counsel 
und see if it is possible to draft some language which would make 
it possible to levy against the insurance companies a tax on their 
business in the District of Columbia, which would put them on an 
even basis with the banks and other loan companies, financing 
companies. 

Mr. Martin. Of course, they make other investments, too. 
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Representative Smirn of Virginia. I think you are going to run 
up against this problem in doing that, and we have had an intangible 
tax in Virginia for years. What we are talking about is a tax on 
intangibles and intangibles, the situs of intangibles is the domicile 
of the owner. You would wind up with taxing any company that 
has its situs here. I believe its home office is in Washington. New 
ye Life Insurance Co. might be lending twice as much money here 

Acacia, Acacia would be taxed for the mortgages, because its 
deine ile is here, but you could not tax the New York Life Insurance 
Co., because its domicile is elsewhere, and the situs of that domicile 
is the domicile of the corporation. 

Mr. Martin. We are not talking about an intangible tax, but a tax 
on income from investments. The two things are totally different. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Martin. The New York Life Insurance Co. has an agent right 
here in the District of Columbia. If we had such a tax the tax would 
be levied on the income from those mortgages. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Do you know of any such tax 
levied ? 

Mr. Martin. No, I do not. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. I know of a tax on the intangi- 
bles, but on the income I don’t know of any place they levy such a 
tax. I think it would probably run you into a lot of complic ations. 

Mr. West. That is practically getting that into an income tax. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. That is what it is, an income 
tax. 

The Carman. Does the District income tax apply to cor- 
porations ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; we call it a franchise tax, and that tax is at 
the rate of 5 percent. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Five percent on what ? 

Mr. Martin. On their net taxable income. 

The Cyarrman. Does that apply to corporations whose situs is 
somewhere else ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, if they are doing business here. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. Let us go back to the New York 
Life Insurance Co. which has an agent here. Do you tax them’ 

Mr. Martin. No, we do not. Because this premium tax is in lieu 
of all other taxes, except real estate and sales tax. 

Representative Smirn of Virgina. Do you tax them on the premium 
tax! 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smira of Virginia. Then they are being taxed. 

Mr. Martin. On the premiums; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Why is the premium tax in lieu of all other taxes’ 

Mr. Martin. That is the way the law reads. 

The CuarrmMan. Does it allow more than if we had a corporation 
tax’ 

Mr. Martin. Over the years that has been the system in taxation of 
insuranc e comp: anies all over the United States. 

The CHatrman. A tax on their premium but not on their earnings. 


Mr. Martin. That is right. 
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Representative Smit of Virginia. That is the tax on the premium 
which they collect. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; less a dividend, all dividends. 

The CHamman. Is that tax on the premium on the policies as a 
total, or just on the risks in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Martin. The risks in the District. of Columbia. 

The Cuairman. I suggest, and I-say this earnestly, this seems to be 
a rather complex subject, but if the fact is that the insurance com- 
panies are making money on their mortgages and loans within the 
District of Columbia and not paying taxes on that, whereas other 
financing institutions of a local character are, that there ought to be 
some way that counsel could devise to plug this loophole, and I sug- 
gest that it be explored. It is something that we cannot do here on a 
question and answer basis. 

Mr. Spencer. We could do some more on that. 

The CHarrMaAn, There might be some other basis on which the tax 
could be assessed. 

Representative ALLEN of Calfornia. I take it that whatever an in- 
surance company loans in the District of Columbia increases the value 
of the real property on which the improvement is, and by that measure 
increases the taxes of the real estate paid. 

Mr. Martin. I donot follow you on that. 

Representative ALLEN of California. If the New York Life Insur- 
ance Co, are financing a building project by putting money at the 
disposal of a construction firm, and the project is built, then the taxes 
from the District are increased by the value of the improvement and 
the tax thereon. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; but there are 50 lending institutions other 
than the insurance companies in the District of Columbia which would 
be perfectly glad to make such loans. I happen to be on the board of 
directors of one such organization. 

Representative ALLEN of California. The answer to my question is 
“Yes,” I believe. The taxable basis is increased by substantially the 
amount of money that is loaned for improvements on real estate. 

Mr. Martin. That is true. 

Representative ALLEN of California. If we levy any tax on the 
income of the insurance companies, other than what we now levy, is 
there any chance that in a competition between areas for the obtaining 
of insurance financing we would make it more advantageous for in- 
surance companies to go elsewhere than in the District of Columbia 
if we increased tax on income. 

Mr. Martin. I have no information to the effect that an insurance 
company will make a more favorable loan than other institutions in 
the District of Columbia. So, in effect, we would not have a need for 
money to be brought in here to be invested in our real estate. 

I would like to say also on this that money invested in securities, 
and if you happen to own a building and rent office space to others in 
that building, the rents are not taxable, either. We have a frozen tax, 
and as long as we have this retaliatory feature, I suppose it will be 
frozen forever, regardless of how other taxes go up. 

The Cuarrman. What is the net total of revenue that the Commis- 
sioners anticipate as a result of the proposals ? 


Mr. Martrn. In this bill? 
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The CHatrman. Yes, taking into consideration the abolition of the 
registration fees and personal property tax, and so forth? What is the 
net total you expect to get? 

Mr. Marty. As to the general fund on page A, the net total of that 
item would be $4,560,000. 

The Cuarrman. And on the water rates, and the new sewer charges 
an additional $5,500,000 ? 

Mr. Marrin. I think if you include the water rates and the sewaye 
charge, it would bring the total up to approximately $10 million. 

The CHamman. $10,060,000? 

Mr. Martin. I said roughly $10 million; yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. Is this $10,060,000 enough net increase in revenue to 
meet the proposed program ¢ 

Mr. Martin. The agreement between the Commissioners and the 
Federal Bureau of the Budget was to the effect that the Bureaw of the 

3udget would support an increased Federal payment of $9 million, 
which would have to be matched by additional revenues to the general 
fund of $4,500,000. 

The problem presented to me was how can we come up with addi- 
tional revenues of $4,500,000 to the general fund. 

The Cuarrman. But you are speaking of the thing from another 
point of view. The program has been sold to the community, and to 
many Members of Congress on the basis of providing for the additional 
facilities here? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

The CHairman. The testimony of Mr. Fowler was that when you 
take into consideration the maintenance cost we would have a $92 
million deficit over a 10-year period without doing anything on rev- 
enues or public works, and we would have a deficit of $102 million if 
we did the public works program. 

In other words, there would be an average of $10 million per year 
additional that would be needed, and that would be over and above 
the revenues here proposed ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Martin. The figures that you have quoted are shown on the 
statements presented by the Budget Officer. However, it was testi- 
fied that as to practicality no one on the face of the earth can project 
what the revenues or expenses will be, do that accurately over a 
10-year period, 

It was also testified, and I agree with the testimony, that we see 
our way clear under this system of taxation which we proposed here 
to take care of ourselves through the fiscal year 1956. In other words, 
we have got to go along year ‘by year and see what our revenues are 
going to be. what our expenses ‘and capital additions will be, and we 
will have to meet our budget based upon conditions as we know them 
in the future. 

The CuarrMan. That is interesting, and it throws a little light on 
the whole problem to get at the terms of a deal between the Budget 

sureau and the Commissioners, that the Commissioners would raise 
veneral fund revenues by $4,500,000 and water rates and sewer charges 
by $5,500,000, of which presumably the Federal Government would 
pay a substantial part, and that then the budget would support an 
increase in the Federal contribution of $9 million. 

In other words, about a 50-50 proposition. 
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Mr. Martin. I would not call it a deal, Senator. I would call it 
more of a mandate as far as the Bureau of the Budget of the Federal 
Government is concerned. In other words, the Commissioners were 
not able to convince the administration of the Federal Budget it 
should be increased, and they countered with the proposition ot “We 
will give you a $9 million increase, but you have got to raise $4,500,000 

n the general fund.” 

The Cuairman. If we change any of these proposals that you show 
here in the way of tax increases, and we do not get the $4,500,000 for 
the general fund, and if we tamper with the bill, so to speak, we have 
got to fix it some other way, and also face the possibility that we should 
provide something for the maintenance costs to which attention is 
directed by Mr. Fowler. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. Fundamentally we are prac- 
tically at a balance on this scale which does not take into consideration 
the emergency or beneficial legislation or pay raises, or anything of 
that nature. 

Mr. Martin. That is true. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. So we are really operating 
on what amounts to a balance without any consideration for other 
increases, are we not ¢ 

Mr. Martin. I would say we have not exhausted our resources when 
we presented this matter. We have given you something here to meet 
the desires of the Bureau of the Budget of the Federal Government. 
There are other possibilities. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. We don’t know what they 
will be, but we are almost positive that we will have in the near future, 
for example, if an increase in judicial salaries goes into effect, we face 
the problem of meeting the traditional increasing of municipal court 
salaries. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And we are faced with other 
expenses at St. Elizabeths, and are faced with other demands which 
we have no way of knowing, but with nothing to go on. We have ex- 
hausted our taxing resources without making arrangements for some 
of the unknown things which we know will ha ippen. 

Mr. Martin. But every year when the Commissioners come before 
the Appropriations Committees of the Congress they must present a 
balanced budget, and that will be their problem, to present a balanced 
budget. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I appreciate that, and con- 
sequently the 10-year program does not mean very much. 

Representative Harris. I wanted to say that, or else the supposi- 
tion that was presented to us last week by the budget officer is just 
something that is thrown up for the consideration, not knowing it is 
going to be an actual fact or not, isn’t that true? 

Mr. Martin. It is true to this extent, it was my problem in connec- 
tion with this study that the Director presented, to estimate to the 
best of my ability revenues over this 10-year period on the basis of 
our existing tax, plus the proposed tax increases in this bill. That 
is the best I can do. Some one else could make a similar study and 


he could probably come up with a different answer, and a third party 
could come up with still a different answer. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We are not criticizing any- 
body for what exists. I don’t think anybody is criticizing either you 
or Mr. Fowler or the Commissioners or anybody. But we are faced 
with the very stern reality that we are going to have additional needs, 
will need additional revenues, and do not have them. We will wake 
up some morning realizing that. 

Doesn’t it occur to you “that we still do not have any operational! 
margin to operate on’ And that we have got to raise some other 
sources of revenue, from some other sources in addition to what is 
proposed here? Do you agree with that, or do you not ? 

Mr. Martin. If the projection comes out to the penny or the dollar 
or a few hundred dollars of what is reflected on those statements 
presented by Mr. Fowler, then something will have to be done. 

Representative Harris. But if you present a balanced budget and 
action is finally taken on that budget, you do not turn up with that 
$92 million deficit. 

Mr. Martin. But we will always be able to anticipate our needs at 
least 2 years in advance. 

Representative Harris. [f you have this year-to-year budget pre- 
sented, and there is a balanced budget presented, and finally adopted, 
then you do not finally wind up with a $300 million deficit. 

Mr. Martin. It appears to us that we are clear through the fiscal 
year 1956. In the fiscal year 1955 we are going to know where we 
are heading as to the fiscal year 1957, and if we need some new tax 
legislation in connection with fiscal year 1957 or fiscal year 1958 we 
are going to come up here well in advance and try to get it, 

Representative Harris. The increased rates in w ater and sewer are 
earmarked for this specific purpose ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. The increased proposal in gasoline tax and 
so forth is specifically earmarked for the highway fund. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris, And it has got to be used for that. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. What would be your reaction to the thought 
of any such increased program that comes to us here of $4,500,000 
will be earmarked, then, for the future specific purpose of these 
capital improvements ? 

Mr. Marrix, Would you mind rephrasing that final question ? 

Representative Harris. What would be your reaction to earmark 
ing the $4,500,000 increased revenues here for the purposes it was in 
tended by this bill, that is, for schools and so forth, to be sure that 
the capital improvements actually resulted from this action ‘ 

Mr. Martin. Well, you have got two things in connection with the 
public works program. You have got construction, but you will hav 
staffing and maintenance of those structures, and you cannot separate 
one from the other, and they are all ineluded in the general budget. 
I do not see how you can separate capital items from expense items. 
If vou put up a new hospital you have got to staff it and maintain it. 

Representative O'Hara of “Minnesota. And. we have no setup, no 
consideration of that fact. 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 667 


Mr. Marrin. We do have it very definitely because it is a separate 
item running all the way across for staffing and maintenance of those 
structures. Those figures a in there. 

Representative Harris. I do not want to see a program coming up 
and the people of the District of Columbia will think they are going 
to get something and in a couple of years from now they will be given 
the answer, “I am sorry, we do not have the money to do it with.” 

They got the taxes, but not the improvements. 

Mr. Martin. We know we will be all right through the fiscal year 
1955, otherwise we would probably be asking for some tax measures 
in connection with that year, and also the fiscal year 1956, but as I said 
before, we will always be in a position to antic ipate our needs well in 
advance, at least to the extent of 2 years in advance. 

The Cruamman. I think your job will be fairly simple. All you 
have got. to do is take a sharp pencil and a piece of paper, and when 
you come up to Congress for a new tax bill after this thing has been 
on the floor and it has been sold in Congress on the basis that it will 
provide a public works program, and then you ask the members of 
the District Committee to come before Congress 2 years from now 
and say, “Well, it was a mistake. We did not get enough money to do 
this.” 

We are then getting into a difficult situation. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. You will have a lot of resig- 
nations from the District Committees about that time. 

Mr. Martin. I know you are not questioning our good faith, but 
we are acting in good faith in what we requested here, and what we 
presented to you gentlemen. 

The CHatrman. It might be better. The sales tax might yield more 
and construction costs might go down. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, or construction costs could go up, also, which 
would mean less construction. 

The CHamman. The fact is that we will be in a weak position if 
somebody on the floor goes into the record and says, “Look here, the 
figures submitted show a projected deficit of $92 million or $102 mil- 
lion.” depending upon which situation you take, and sapposing we 
get by that, and then 2 years from now you come up and say, “Well, 
we have got to raise the taxes. We have got to do senieth ine else.” 

Representative Smith of Virginia. Let me ask you this, Mr. Mar- 
tin; if you increase the sales tax to yield 3 percent, and repeal the ex- 
emptions you would raise enough revenue to solve all your problems, 
would you not? 

Mr. Martin. We would if the State of Virginia had a 3 percent sales 
tax, and it has none at the present time. But I read something about 
it having one. If Virginia has a 3 percent tax, and Maryland has a 
3 percent tax, then we can go toa 3 percent tax. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. You have a 2 percent tax now 
and Virginia doesn’t have any. 

Mr. Martin. But with Virginia not having any sales tax, and Mary- 
land has a 2 percent tax, if we go to a 3 | percent tax, that is a good way 
to bankrupt the District of Columbia. 
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Representative Smiru of Virginia. That is what they said when we 
put the 2 percent tax on, but it has yielded you about 50 percent more 
revenue through the years than was estimated when we put that bill 
through for you. 

The CHarrMan. Suppose you eliminated the exemptions and made 
it apply to food as well as nonedibles ¢ 

Mr. Martin. If you were to tax food, meaning groceries, it would 
mean that thousands of people in the District of ‘Columbia would get 
in their automobile and drive across the District line and do all their 
purchasing in the State of Maryland. That would be wonderful for 
the State of Maryland. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. That was the argument used 
when we had the big fight over the sales tax. That was the argument 
used, but it did not work out that way. 

Mr, Martin. But Maryland had a 2 percent sales tax at that time 
and Virginia had very few shopping areas over there at that time, so 
that we did get a little more out of it than we anticipated. 

Representative Harris. Does Maryland exempt foods / 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. And meals, also. 

Representative ALLEN of California. My estimation would be that 
the average family would not pay more than $25 for food, or rather 
1 should say they would not buy more than $25 worth of groceries a 
week in any of those shopping tours, and an increase of 1 percent would 
be 25 cents. You just do not justify going to Maryland and back or 
Virginia and back for 25 cents a week. Are my figures off, or are they 
right ¢ 

Mr. Martin. But Maryland has no tax on groceries, so it is not a 
1 percent increase, but it is a 2 percent increase, and if a person buys 
$25 worth of groceries a week, that is a 50-cent tax. 

The CuatrMan. Do you think he will take the additional time to 
drive through the traffic to go to Maryland for the additional 50 cents? 

Mr. Maran. Iam positive they will, because while they are there 
they will do some additional purchasing. 

Rapresentative O'Hara of Minnesota. What became of that 
money ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Mr. Fowler explained that. 

The Cuatrman. If the bus people get the 20-cent fare for transport- 
ing these people, the round trip would be 40 cents, and if you took your 
own car you could not go over there when you figure the upkeep on 
your car, 

Mr. Martin. There are thousands within just a few blocks of Mary- 
land, 

The Cuamman. There are a few on the fringe areas who might do 
a little bit. I question whether it would affect very many. In the 
first. place, the average family does not go out and buy $25 worth of 
groceries at a time. ; hey are more likely to buy $6 or $7 or $10 or $13 
worth. ‘There are a very “few of them that run to $15. They are small 
purchasers—smaller than that. 

Today a $25 purchase, which would involve 50 cents on a 2 percent 
sales tax, I doubt whether they would save up their purchases, 

Mr. Marrtn. There are three members in my family, and my 
groceries cost more than $25 a week. 
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But let. me give you the other side of the picture. Suppose a lot 
of people go to Maryland and buy their groceries there, we are not 
0] ih losing the sales tax involved, but other taxes that go along with 
t] e operation of businesses in the District of Columbia. I am talking 
about. the corporation franchise taxes, and the unincorporated taxes. 
We lose the tax on that business, or on that profit. 

So it. is not a question of just the effect on the one tax. There are 

iv ramifications to it. 

Re resentative O°Hara of Minnesota. What will happen to the 
heer business when you increase it to $3 as against 93 cents in 
Maryland ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Our price will still be below Maryland and Virginia, 

Representative Harris. That is very interesting. 

r. Martin. That isa fact. 

Representative Auten of California. Then why don’t those people 
come over to the District and buy, under your theory 

Mr. Martin. They do, and didn’t you read that Maryland had 
increased its border patrol from 1 to 4 men te check up on Mary- 

land residents coming into the District of Columbia steres to catch 
the m there when they. come across the District line? 

Representative Harris. How much revenue would be obtained by 
reducing the first exemption on income tax to about $2,500? 

Mr. Marrix. A reduction of personal exemption from $4,000 to 
£2 O00 ¢ 

Representative Harris. Well now, it is $5,000, isn’t it? 

Mr. Martin. No, it is $4.000. 

Representative Harris. Well, if it is a single person it is actually 
$4,500. 

Mr. Martin. No, it is $4,000 for the taxpayer, and $500 for each 
dependent. 

Representative Harris. If it is for himself it is $4,500. 

Mr. Martin. If he is a single individual it is $4,000; and if you 
reduce that personal exemption from $4,000 to $2,000, the estimated 
additional revenue would be $2 million a year. 

Representative Harris. From $4,000 to $2,000? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. What would it be from $4,000 to $3,000? 

Mr. Martin. I assume it would be probably one-half of that, o1 
$1 million. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What would you think 
about having an income tax that applies the same as in Virginia and 
Maryland, in other words, if they live in Maryland or in Virginia 
and work in the District they pay an income tax upon what they earn 
in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Martin. We could not have such a tax. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Why? Maryland and 
Virginia have it. 

Mr. Martin. All that: Maryland collects is the difference between 
the tax on the incomes earned in Maryland by our residents, computed 
at their rates, and the tax here. In other words, our residents pay 
them the difference between Maryland taxes and our taxes. 
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The Maryland tax is lower. In order for us to get anywhere under 
this proposition, our tax rates for personal exemption would have to 
be lower than Maryland’s. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think you would find the 
reverse. People who live in Maryland and Virginia and who work 
in the District of Columbia and who pay no taxes to the District of 
Columbia on income earned in the District of Columbia—I am not 
talking about the wage tax, but an income tax 

Mr. Martin. Oh, yes. But the taxes are so much higher than onrs 
that if you take the credit here for the taxes paid there you come up 
with a red figure. We would owe the taxpayer money under this 
figure. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I still think there is further 
consideration to be given to that figure. 

Mr. Martrn. I certainly think something should be done to tax the 
persons who earn their livelihood in the District of Columbia and whio 
live in the States and I am talking about every State in the Union, 
and who pay us nothing in the way of an income tax. I wish I knew 
how it could be done. 

Representative Harris. Especially those who do not pay an income 
tax in the other places. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We did:run into a triple tax 
on that one. 

Mr. Martin. A friend of mine has lived here 45 years and has raised 
his children and has grandchildren. He faithfully pays his tax to 
the State of Massachusetts, and he works here, and is a high official, 
and he pays us nothing. 

He files a return with us and computes his taxes on our rates and 
when he does he comes up with a on figure so he does not owe any- 
thing. But he is complying with the law. 

Representative Harris. Tn our State we had a Member of Congress 
who made an issue out of it and he got spanked loudly for it. He 
wanted to pay the District tax, but it was eowvacisiea by the supreme 
court of our State that he owed the tax to the State. 

Mr. Martin. Maryland is imposing a tax on the residents who 
work here. 

Representative Harris. [s it true that you have a situation where 
if a husband and wife are both working they will get a $8,00° 
exemption ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; they would be separate rates, and one of 
them would be entitled to a $4,000 exemption. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Allen desired to insert 
in the record at an appropriate place a comparative statement show- 
ing the median income of families, and this is for the year 1949, of 
families and unrelated individuals in 13 cities having 500,000 to 1 
million inhabitants in 1950. The source of this information is the 
United States Bureau of the Census. 

It may be inserted in the record at the appropriate place. 

(Information previously requested is as follows :) 
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Comparative statement showing the median income in 1949 of families and 
unrelated individuals in 13 cities having 500,000 to 1,000,000 inhabitants in 
1950 


1949 median income 
% : of families and 
City : unrelated individuals 


. Milwaukee________ a ; , 840 

. Pittsburgh 3, 314 
Ss OO hin encternininse vik i 3, 153 
4. Be ce) nes... 3, O79 
5. Minneapolis _.__~_ : ore on 3,078 
3. San Francisco eto boli’ : 5 at __ 3,009 
T Ween 5... Je... id ox peat, 2,975 
Een a ees sa ia lle mane sce 
%. Baltimore cotincs aoe ahd sale ‘ 2,817 
. St. Louis . coin c pi oad ae 
. Cincinnati ; dphhid agg ; J i 2, 644 
3oston a es : ts sae 2, 643 

8. New. .Orieans.......... 


2, 267 


. Montgomery County, Md_- a2 : ; hasten 532 


2. Arlington County, Va = 3 , 580 


Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census 


Representative Harris. May I ask about another possibility, at least 
for information ¢ 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

Representative Harris. The rate on real estate in the District of 
Columbia is $2.15 per $100, is it not ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Harris. If that were to be raised to $2.25 per $100, 
how much revenue would it bring itn ? 

Mr. Martin. Each 10 cents would produce about $1,800,000. 

Representative Harris. $1,800,000 ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. But if that is considered, I would like to 
express some views on it. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. If you make your income tax 
like it ought to be and then do something with your sales tax, you 
will have some money. 

The CHarrMAN. There is one increase I do not recall hearing testi- 
mony on, and that is the tax on the local telephone service. Have 
you said something about that / 

Mr: Martti. I have not come to that, yet. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We have not come to real 
estate taxes. 

Representative Harris. I do not intend to go ahead of you. 

Mr. Martin. If you will give me about 5 minutes, I will get to it. 

The Cuarrman, Has there been any protest in the telephone service 
increase ¢ 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There has been no testimony 
in opposition. There may have been statements filed in the record. 
Do you know whether the telephone company has objected? 

General Prentiss. I think they filed a statement in the record in 
line with the position of getting all the taxes off. 

Representative Smira of Virginia. If they carry very much, they 
will just raise their telephone bill about twice that much. 

Mr. Martin, This tax is added to the telephone bill, Mr. Smith. It 
doesnot become part of the rate structure. 
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Representative Smrrn of Virginia. You do not have the figure of 
how much money would be raised if you cut out that exemption on 
meals, do you? 

Mr. Martin. If we put the sales tax on food and groceries, the rev. 
enue from that would be $7 million. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Per year? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; and if we eliminate the $1.25 tax on meals, 
the increase would be $2,500,000 a year. 

Representative Harris. On that alone? 

Mr. Martin. On meals alone; yes, sir. 

Representative Smita of Virginia. These things that we are talking 
about that show the possibilities s, and whether it is a wise thing to do 
or not will have to be determined, but there are plenty of sources of 
revelue. 

Now, getting back to the question of insurance companies and the 
banks and the loan companies. The banks are already assessed on 
their gross earnings. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. The insurance companies are 
taxed on their premiums. 

Mr. Martin. Net premium receipts. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. What about other lending com 
panies, such as building assoe iations?- How are they taxed ? 

Mr. Martin. Building associations are taxed 2 percent on their gross 
earnings. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. That is Federal insurance com 
panies, the Federal building and loan associations? 

Mr. Martin. All associations, whether they are Federal or not, pay 
a 2-percent tax on gross earnings. 

Representative Smrtrx of Virginia. And that applies to all lending 
companies. 

Mr. Martin. I am talking about building and loan associations 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. They are taxed 2 percent. How 
does that compare with what a bank or insurance company is taxed? 
Is the bank taxed on its gross or net earnings? 

Mr. Martin. The bank is taxed on its gross at 4 percent. 

Representative Smirx of Virginia. The bank pays twice as high a 
figure as other lending institutions which are in competition with it / 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; but there are other factors which are respon- 
sible for this difference between the banks and building associations. 
Banks are profit organizations. They engage in many different things 
other than simply making real estate loans, but building associations 
are restricted to two types of loans only, those of real estate loans and 
loans on deposits. 

Representative Smrru of Virginia. But those two types they are 
restricted to, they make money on? 

Mr. Martin. No, they are nonprofit. The building and loan asso- 
ciations are not privé ately owned. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. They are owned by the stock- 
holders? 

Mr. Martin. In effect they are owned by the stockholders who get 
this 3 percent or 314 percent interest. 
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Representative Smirs of Virginia. What is the difference between 
whether it is incorporated as a bank or a building and loan associa- 
tion? They both lend money. i 

Mr. Martin. A bank engages in so many different kinds of business. 

Representative Smrrn of Virginia. Is that the only reason 4 

Mr. Martin. And the bank pays a lower rate of interest on savings 
deposits. 

Representative Smirxa of Virginia. That is the business of a bank 
or a building association. 

Mr. Martin. It has a material effect upon their net earnings, 
subject to dividends. 

Representative Smitu of Virginia. But the fact is that one does 
pay twice as much interest as the other in the way of taxes. 

Mr. Martin. You mean the tax rate is twice as much ¢ 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. The tax rate is twice as much, but that does not mean 
that one pays twice as much taxes. 

Representative Smrra of Virginia. Suppose you put the tax rate 
equally as between banks and building and loan associations and other 
lending associations, how much would that raise? 

Mr. Martin. If you put a 4 percent tax on building and loan 
associations, you are going to hit persons who are in there for thrift, 
that is for savings, because you are going to reduce the dividends that 
can be paid to those people who have their money in building and 
loan associations, and that would not be good. 

Representative Smit of Virginia. W hen you tax the life insurance 
companies and you tax the banks, you are also reducing the amount 
of money that they can pay to their stockholders. 

Mr. Martry. When you tax a bank or a building association, you 
tax everything they have. In an insurance company you tax their 
net premium receipts only and not their income from rents or 
securities or real estate loans. 

Representative SmirH of Virginia. You may be entirely right 
about it, but what we are trying to do is to explore the possibilities, 
and then we are able to argue the thing out afterwards. But what 
would be the difference and how much revenue would it raise if the 
building association is taxed at 4 percent like the bank is taxed? 

Mr. Martin. I can tell you that very easily. The building asso- 
ciation at a 2 percent rate now pays us a tax of $382,000 a year. A 
1-percent increase would mean $190,000 a year. 

Representative SmrrH of Virginia. It would raise them about 
$350,000 ? 

Mr. Martin. You mean a 4-percent rate? 

Representative Smirxn of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Not such a large amount. 

Mr. Martin. Did I answer your question fully ¢ 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Yes, 1 am trying to explore. 

The CHarrman. I would like to suggest that we ask ‘the Commis- 
sioners and Mr. Martin to prepare for us a couple of comparative col- 
umns in which they take all of these proposed increases that they have, 
and list on that what they will yield. I think perhaps we asked for 
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that earlier this afternoon, but also in addition to that, put on the 
same sheet, if possible, comparative columns which would show what 
we would get from the sales tax if the food items were not exempted. 

Also show on there what the revenue would be if we did not have the 
$1.25 exemption on meals. 

Also show what we would get from this tax which Judge Smith has 
been discussing. 

Representative Smirn of Virginia. Before you leave sales, ote, 
don’t we get the figure on what would be derived if we reduce the 15 
cents to 10 cents. I don’t know whether it would amount to much. 

The CHairMan. I would like to see an estimate of what it would 
yield if the exemption were changed to 25 cents. I have a hunch that 
it is not. very good, and that possibly your hesitancy about applying 
sales taxes to meals under $1.25 was that so it would not apply to 
people who bought cheap meals, A 25-cent exemption would still let 
you get a cup of coffee, maybe not for very long. 

[ think a great deal of the problem of additional school lunches and 
other facilities here in the District of Columbia are created by people 
who are not paying any taxes under the increase you have proposed 
here. You increased the rates on individual taxes, but a great many 
of those people do not pay income taxes. 

As far as I am personally concerned, I could welcome all that you 
propose here in the way of tax increases because there is not one of 
them that hits me other than the gasoline tax. 

Mr. Martin. There are some here that hit me. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There are more than that 
that hit me, I know. 

The CHarrMan. If you were to put your sales tax on all the food 
you buy, I am not going to drive up to Maryl: ind or over to Vir ginia to 
buy my groceries. 

Mr. Marri. If that were done, I would not quarrel about it. 

The CHamman. And I would pay some taxes here in the District of 
Columbia on the food L buy and I would on meals. I think that the 
people who come in here from outside the District who eat here could 
very well contribute to the budget of the District of Columbia. 

I think the people who live in the District of Columbia who do not 
pay any income taxes could very well pay the little tax that they would 
pay in the tax of the food because of the fact that they don’t pay the 
other taxes. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What about hotel rooms! 

The Cuarrman. Do we have the figures on that? 

Mr. Martin. We already have a 2 percent tax on hotel rooms. The 
revenue from the 2 percent tax is roughly $400,000 a year, so if we had 
i 5 percent tax, that would be $600,000 additional. 

The CuamrMan. Are there any other taxes that we discussed here / 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There are some others. 
There was a complaint by one of the witnesses as to unfair considera 
tion for banks or trust companies as opposed to insurance companies. 

Mr. Martin. Mr West took an appeal to the Tax Court on a previous 
law existing in the District of Columbia on, I believe, a 6 percent tax. 

Mr. West. It was 6 percent on national banks and trust companies 
and 4 percent less interest. paid on so-called savings banks, and the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit held that the 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 675 


so-called savings banks were doing practic: ally the same business as the 
national banks and trust companies, and therefore it would be uncon- 
stitutional to tax the national banks and trust companies at the higher 
rate, 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Is there any reason why they 
should not both be taxed at 6 percent ? , ; 

Mr. West. There is no legal reason why they could not be taxed at 
the higher rate. 


Rey resentative OE ARA Of Minnesota. As long as this is going to hit 
every DORy: let us explore all angles. I would like to have considera- 


tion of that problem from your viewpoint, Mr. West, and Mr. Martin 
and the Commissioners, from the other view point, 

Mr. Martin. I have a statement mesina historically the taxation 
of banks if you would like me to put it in the record. TI can tell you 
all about these bank cases. ; 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Very well. What is the sub- 
ject of that material or what is the heading of it ¢ 

Mr. Martin. This is headed “Gross Earnings Taxes of Banks.” 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. It will be inserted at this 
point. 

(Gross earnings taxes of banks is as follows :) 


Gross Earntncs Taxes or BANKS 


The following paragraphs are quoted from the 1951 Code: 

“Sec. 47-1701 (20: 760). Banks, gas, electric-lighting, and telephone com- 
panies. 

“Each national bank as the trustee for its stockholders, through its president 
or cashier, and all other incorporated banks and trust companies in the District 
of Columbia, through their presidents or cashiers, and all gas, electric lighting, 
and telephone companies, through their proper officers, shall make affidavit to 
the board of personal-tax appraisers on or before the Ist day of August each 
year as to the amount of its or their gross earnings or gross receipts, as the 
case may be, for the preceding year ending the 30th day of June, and each national 
bank and all other incorporated banks and trust companies, respectively, shall 
pay to the collector of taxes of the District of Columbia per annum 6 per centum 
on such gross earnings and each gas company, electric-lighting company, and 
telephone company shall pay to the collector of taxes of the District of Columbia. 
And in addition thereto the real estate owned by each national or other incorpo- 
rated bank, and each trust, gas, electric-lighting, and telephone company in the 
District of Columbia shall be taxed as other real estate in said District: Pro- 
vided, That street railroad companies shall pay 3 per centum per annum on their 
gross receipts and other taxes as provided by existing law, and insurance com- 
panies shall continue to pay the 2 per centum on premium receipts as provided 
by existing law. Each gas, electric-lighting, telephone and street railroad com 
pany shall pay, in addition to the tax herein mentioned, the corporate income 
tax imposed by sections 47-1501 to 47-143, and the personal property tax on 
merchandise stock in trade.” 

“Src. 47-1703 (20: 762). Savings banks. 

a * * * ® * . 


“Incorporated savings banks paying interest to their depositors shall, through 
their president or cashier, make report under oath to the board of personal-tax 
appraisers on or before the Ist day of August in each year as to the amount 
of their gross earnings, less the amount paid as interest to their depositors for 
the preceding year ending June 30th, and shall pay thereon to the collector of 
taxes of the District of Columbia four per centum per annum.” 

Section 47-1701 was contained in section 6 of the Appropriation Act for the 
fiscal year 1908 and provided for the taxation of national banks and all other 
incorporated banks and trust companies. Section 47-1703 amended the act of 
1903 and was contained in an act approved April 28, 1904. 
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During the long period from 1904 until the fiscal year 1944, national banks 
and trust companies were taxed under the provisions of section 47-1701, that 
is, at the rate of 6 percent on gross earnings without deduction of interest paid 
to depositors; and all other incorporated banks were taxed under the provisions 
of section 47-1703, at the rate of 4 percent on gross earnings less interest paid 
to depositors. 

Under the law all banks are exempt from personal property taxes and franchise 
(income) taxes, and, in addition, national banks are exempt from sales and use 
taxes. 

Official records show that the question of bank taxes, and especially the dif- 
ference between the taxes paid by national banks and trust companies, on the 
one hand, and by other incorporated banks, on the other hand, was considered 
from time to time by the Commissioners and that the banks participated in dis- 
cussions with the Commissioners, but that it was concluded each time that any 
change in the method of taxing should be sought by legislation rather than by 
administrative action. 

Notwithstanding the administrative history of bank taxation, the Hamilton 
National Bank filed an appeal with the Board of Tax Appeals (now the Tax 
Court), in connection with taxes for the fiscal year 1945, contending only that 
interest paid on savings accounts should be deducted in the determination of 
gross earnings. Later, after the first opinion of the United States Court of 
Appeals, the petition was amended to include, in addition to the question of 
interest paid to depositors and a few questions which need not be discussed, 
the tax rate on gross earnings. The Board of Tax Appeals sustained the assess- 
ment made by the Assessor and the bank appealed to the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia (Hamilton National Bank, Petitioner 
District of Columbia, Respondent, No. 9192). The decision of the Board of Tax 
Appeals was reversed and the case was remanded for further proceedings in 
accordance with the opinion of the court which was handed down June 28, 1946, 
The following is quoted from the court’s opiaion : 

“The decision of the Board in this case will be reversed and the case remanded, 
with instructions to cancel the present assessment unless the Tax Assessor, upon 
a reexamination of the entire subject to taxing banks under these statutes, re 
moves the discriminations presently existing, in which latter event the validity 
of his further proposals may be considered.” 

A very interesting and important statement by the court in discussing the case 
was that “the Board is a ‘constituent member of the assessing authority’.” 
Under the act of July 10, 1952, “An act to amend certain tax laws applicable to 
the District of Columbia,” the Tax Court (formerly the Board of Tax Appeals) 
was divorced from the assessing authority of the District of Columbia. 

In reexamining the entire subject of taxing banks, as directed by the Court of 
Appeals, the Assessor found that there were no savings banks in the District of 
Columbia and that all of the banks should be assessed at the rate of 6 percent on 
their gross earnings pursuant to section 47-1701 of the Code. Such assessments 
were made beginning with the fiscal year 1945. The Board of Tax Appeals ruled, 
however, that national banks and trust companies should be assessed under 
section 47-1701 and that the State banks should be assessed under section 47-1708. 
Appeals to the United States Court of Appeals were filed in the following cases: 


No. 9833, Hamilton National Bank of Washington, Petitioner, v. District of 
Columbia, Respondent. 

No. 9834, District of Columbia, Petitioner, v. Bank of Commerce and Savings, 
Respondent. 

No. 9835, District of Columbia, Petitioner, v. The Security Savinas 4 Commercial 
Bank, Respondent. : 

No. 9836, District of Columbia, Petitioner, v. The City Bank of Washington, 
Respondent. 

No. 9837, District of Columbia, Petitioner, v. McLachlen Banking Corporation, 
Respondent. 

No. 9838, District of Columbia, Petitioner, vy. Anacostia National Bank of Wash- 
ington, Respondent. 

No. 9839, District of Columbia, Petitioner, v. Industrial Bank of Washington, Inc., 
Respondent. 

No. 9840, District of Columbia, Petitioner, v. The Citizens Bank of Washington, 
Respondent. 
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The court of appeals in its opinion of May 31, 1949, stated: 

“So long as the taxing authorities of the District of Columbia classify as 
‘incorporated savings banks’ the State-chartered commercial banking institutions 
which have interest-bearing savings deposits, and impose upon them the form of 
taxation set up in section 1708, the national banks in the District which have 
interest-bearing savings deposits must be classified and taxed in the same manner. 
The order of the Board of Tax Appeals in the Hamilton National Bank case will 
be set aside.” 

The opinion of May 31, 1949, was construed to mean that all banks should be 
assessed at the rate of 4 percent on their gross earnings with deduction of interest 
paid on savings accounts. Necessary refunds were made, and the Assessor has 
acted according to the construction of the second opinion ever since. The cases 
were very important to the District of Columbia, because of the difference 
petween taxes computed according to the old and new formulas as follows: 


1. Taxes for the fiscal year 1954 computed according to the law 

as administered prior to the bank cases (interest paid to de- 

positors deducted only by banks other than national banks 

and trust companies with 6 percent rate on national banks and 

trust companies and 4 percent rate on other banks) _—~_~~- $1, 454, 766. 96 
2. Actual taxes for the fiscal year 1954 (interest paid to depositors 

deducted to arrive at gross earnings, and 4 percent rate—all 

banks and trust companies___......_____- ; ee 936, 157. 64 


518, 609. 32 


Difference ______-_ 


Taxes against all banks for the fiscal year 1954 computed at the rate of 6 
percent without deduction of interest paid to depositors would have amounted 
to $1,515,740.76, which exceeids the actual taxes paid for the fiscal year by 
$579,583.12, 

The foregoing is a very brief summary of the bank cases. It should be 
remembered that only one bank, the Hamilton National Bank, originally con- 
tested the method of taxing banks and sought only to obtain the right to deduct 
interest paid to depositors in computing gross earnings subject to taxation, 
but that as a result of the litigation all banks won the right to deduct interest 
and to pay taxes at the rate of 4 percent on their gross earnings. 

There are certain facts to be considered as having a bearing upon the taxation 
of banks: 

1. In the middle 1930’s there were 38 banks in the District of Columbia; now 
there are only 19. 

2. Of the 19 banks, 15 are national banks or trust companies and only 4 are 
“other ineorporated banks.” 

3. There are no savings banks in the District of Columbia. 

+. During the entire period from 1903 to the fiscal year 1944 all national banks 
and trust companies paid gross earnings taxes at the rate of 6 percent, and 
interest paid to depositors was not deducted in computing gross earnings subject 
to taxation. In other words, the economy of the banks was built up around 
those principles of taxation. 

5. Banks in the District of Columbia are in a monopoly position almost equal 
to that enjoyed by public utility companies, in that no new bank or branch bank 
may be established, and no bank may change its location without the approval 
of the Comptroller of the Currency. 

In Virginia banks are taxed at the rate of $1 per $100 assessed (book) value 
of capital stock. Book value includes capital stock, surplus and undivided profits 
as recorded in accounting records and published, less assessed value of real 
estate. 

In Maryland the same formula is in effect plus a State tax of 6 cents, the 
total rate being $1.06. 

The following shows actual taxes paid by a District of Columbia bank during 
the fiscal year 1952 and taxes that would have been required of the same bank 
under Virginia and Maryland laws: 


District. of Columbia ; nninane ie 
Virginia nasa ba dalelicnin Shed 
Maryland ' : idstime’ | BOO 


Another District of Columbia bank compared its gross earnings taxes (4 
percent) with corporation franchise taxes (5 percent), and assumed for the 
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purpose of the comparison that income from United States Government securities 
was taxable: 


Gross Corporation 
earnings tax franchise tax 


1948 ; Diens ation $19, 472. 22 $14, 584. 79 
1949... ee e ‘ ‘ a . 17, 902. 96 5, 593. 29 
1950 i se f ; ad 19, 198. 27 15, 943. 41 
1961 ove . one ° 20, 867, 31 17, 211/12 
1952. _. ae » 7 “te , 33, 771.71 17, 033. 32 
1953 (6 months) ea : stds 17, 692. 08 10, 660. 74 


Mr. Martin. However, I will say that I did make a study, using in 
each case one of our local banks and getting the information direct 
from that bank. 

I have not mentioned the bank by name here, but I have shown what 
a local bank now pays, and what it would pay under the Maryland 
laws, and under the Virginia laws. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. How do they compare with 
the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. Martin. The 4 percent tax is higher than they would*be paying 
under the laws of those two States. 

On the other hand, on the other bank I have a statement showing 
what they would pay under our regular corporation franchise tax, even 
assuming that all their interest from Government securities were tax- 
able and even when you bring that income in, they are paying some- 
thing higher than they are now paying under the 4 percent gross 
earnings tax. I only put it in here as a matter of information. 

The CHarrman. Is this the last witness, Mr. Chairman? 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

The Cuarrman,. I wonder if the balance of his testimony could not 
be put in the record, and we take a couple of days, and I think we have 
permission to insert those tables, and get that together so that the mem- 
bers of the committee can review it and do a little study on it and then 
have your executive session later on in the week. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think we will want the Com- 
missioners and Mr. Martin with reference to certain testimony as to the 
possible sources of income and the amounts of it. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. After we get the estimates as to 
what will be raised. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

Representative Smiru of Virginia. Is it customary in other States 
to exempt meals from sales tax 4 

Mr. Martin. No. You will find in the majority of the States that 
where there is a sales tax-that they tax both meals and also groceries, 
and with regard to the meals, and I have a statement here, if you woul 
like me to put it in the record. 

The Cuamman. Why should the meals be exempted? 

Mr. Martin. I have only one copy of the State laws on groceries, 50 
1 will bring tht along with the one on the meals in connection with the 
other data you requested, 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes, and you might have 
some more of those tables prepared, if you will, Mr. Martin, because we 
will want to insert something in the record. 
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Mr. Marteyx. As long as we have gotten away from the tax structure, 
] would like to put in the record a study which I have made relating 
to the unincorporated franchise tax law. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What is the purpose of it? 

Mr. Martin. Because I personally think there is a big ioophole to 
be filled up there, and it is about $1.5 million that could be picked up. 

The Cuamman. Aren’t you afraid that if you place a tax on this 
type of business that they will go across the line and set up? 

Mr. Martin. No, because this has to do with lawyers and doctors 
and engineers and architects, and they are certainly not going to move 
out of the District of Columbia. 

Representative Harris. What type of tax is this? 

Mr. Martin. Unincorporated business, the franchise tax. 

The CHatrman. Put the prospective revenue from that in this 
comparative tabulation column. 

Mr. Martin. May this be placed in the column also? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. Would you like me to submit copies to the members? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think we would like to have 
those at our next session, along with a complete statement of all 
possible sources of revenue. 

(Proposed changes in unincorporated business franchise tax law 
is as follows:) 


PROPOSED CHANGES IN UNINCORPORATED BUSINESS FBANCHISE Tax Law 
I. CHANGES IN THE LAW 


The definition of the words “unincorporated business” as it appears in section ¥ 
of title VIII of the income and franchise tax law is set forth in the attached 
schedule A, together with a suggested rewording of this section. 


Il. HISTORY 


When the unincorporated business franchise tax law was first passed it was 
the view of the administrative officials that all businesses in competition with 
corporations should pay a franchise tax at the same rate as Corporations. For 
this reason the definition of the words “unincorporated business” (sec. 1 of title 
VILE). did not include the trades or businesses which by law, customs or ethics 
could not be incorporated or those in which more than 80 percent of the gross 
income was derived from personal services rendered by the owners of the busi- 
ness (providing capital was not a material income producing factor). Under 
this definition many personal service businesses, such as doctors, registered 
architects, lawyers, dentists, etc., are exempt (see Regulations). In many other 
personal service businesses such as professional engineers, general agents for 
‘fe insurance companies, ete., the liability of taxpayers can only be established 
through expensive litigation. 

When the unincorporated business franchise tax law was first passed it was 
thought that the wording was sufficiently broad to include the taxing of all 
real estate. By subsequent court decisions, income from rental of real estate 
where no services are furnished by landlord to tenant is not considered to be 
from a business and therefore not subject to a tax on unincorporated businesses 


III. PURPOSE OF PROPOSED CHANGES IN THE LAW 
The purpose of the changes is to eliminate the exemption afforded some per- 
sonal service businesses, thereby making them subject to the franchise tax and 
to make the renting of all real estate a business, thereby causing all of such 
businesses to be subject to the franchise tax. 


IV. REASONS FOR CHANGES IN THE LAW 


1, It is considered proper that all firms doing business in the District should 
be subject to the franchise tax because : 
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(a) If a tax is to be imposed for the privilege of doing business there would 
seem to be no good reason for taxing only those businesses which are in com- 
petitions with corporations. On the other hand it would seem more proper that 
all firms doing business should be subjected to taxes for that privilege, espe- 
cially since all firms doing business within the District may avail themselves 
of the benefits derived from the government. 

(b) When considered in the light that taxes should be paid by those best able 
to pay, it is unfair to require the retail merchants having a comparatively small 
profit to pay a tax for the privilege of engaging in business while the professiona| 
people who are also engaging in business and generally making substantially 
greater profits are not required to pay a tax. 

2. With the passing of time it becomes more apparent that persons having a 
substantial income are moving out of the District. The District is losing the 
revenue from income taxes which were formerly paid by such residents. 

3. The firms which, it is proposed, should be subjected to the franchise tax 
and who are not now subject to the franchise tax are receiving the same benefits 
from the District of Columbia government such as police and fire protection 
and use of the courts, as are those firms who are presently paying the franchise 
fax. 

4. It would seem prover that before attempting to impose additional taxes 
upon those already paying taxes we should seek to obtain taxes from those not 
now subject to the tax, assuming they are equally able to pay. 

5. A precedent for taxing personal service businesses was established under 
the business privilege tax law of 1937-38 and 1938-39. 

6. The passage of the amendment to delete the exemption section of the statute 
so as to bring in the personal service companies would save the District a sub 
stantial amount of money through a decrease in litigation, both from the stand- 
point of attorneys’ costs and administrative costs. The same would be true 
of the proposed amendment to the law under which the renting of all real or 
personal property would be considered a business regardless of whether or not 
personal services were rendered to the tenant by the owner. 

7. The court decisions listed in schedule B prove the necessity for changing 
the law if it should be decided that the types of business in question should be 
subjected to the franchise tax. 


V. REVENUE TO BE DERIVED FROM CHANGES IN THE LAW 


It is estimated that the proposed amendments to the law will produce $1,500,000 
net additional revenue to the District and at the same time, through the elimina 
tion of the most debatable problems, reduce the cost of administration. 

It is estimated that $1,350,000 would be realized from the taxation of personal- 
service businesses and $150,000 from the taxation of real-estate businesses not 
considered taxable at the present time. 

The attached schedule C shows examples of computations of taxes based upon 
whether or not a business is subject to the tax and upon whether or not the 


owners are District residents. 
SCHEDULE A. DEFINITION OF “UNINCORPORATED BUSINESS” 


Section 1 of title VIII of income and franchise tax law defines “unineorporated 
business” as follows : 

“Sec. v. DEFINITION OF UNINCORPORATED BUSINESS.—For the purposes of this 
article (not alone of this title) and unless otherwise required by the context 
the words “unincorporated business” mean any trade or business, conducted or 
engaged in by any individtial, whether resident or nonresident, statutory or 
common-law trust, estate, partnership, or limited or special partnership, society, 
association, executor, administrator, receiver, trustee, liquidator, conservator, 
committee, assignee, or by any other entity or fiduciary, other than a trade or 
business conducted or engaged in by any corporation; and include any trade or 
business which if conducted or engaged in by a corporation would be taxable 
under title VII of this article. The words “unincorporated business’ do not 
include any trade or business which by law, customs, or ethics cannot be in- 
corporated or any trade or business in which more than 80 per centum of the 
gross income is derived from the personal services actually rendered by the 
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individual or members of the partnership or other entity in the conducting or 
carrying on of any trade or business and in which capital is not a material 
income-producing factor.” 

Section 1 of title VIII of income and franchise tax law, as amended, would 
define “unincorporated business” as follows: 

“Sec. 1. DEFINITION OF UNINCORPORATED BUSINESS.—For the purposes of this 
article (not alone of this title) and unless otherwise required by the context, 
the words “unincorporated business” mean any trade, business, profession, 
vocation or commercial activity, including rental of real estate and rental of real 
and personal property, conducted or engaged in by any individual or group of 
individuals, whether resident or nonresident, statutory or common-law trust, 
estate, partnership, limited or special partnership, society, association, joint 
venture, executor, administrator, receiver, trustee, liquidator, conservator, com- 
mittee, assignee, fiduciary, joint tenants, tenants in common or tenants by the 
entirety of property, or by any other entity or fiduciary, other than a trade or 
business conducted or engaged in by a corporation which would be taxable under 
title VII of this Article.” 


SCHEDULE B. COURT CASES AFFFCTING UNINCORPORATED BUSINESS FRANCHISE TAX 
LAW 


1. The following decisions serve to point up the necessity for taxing all per- 
sonal service businesses : 

George P. Adair v. District of Columbia, (196 Fed. 2d 603) ; Under this decision 
it was held that, upon the facts presented, more than 80 percent of the gross 
income derived by the partnership, a consulting radio engineering firm, was 
from the personal services rendered by the owners of the business although it 
was shown that more than 20 percent of Mr. Adair’s income was paid to his ‘em- 
ployees for their services and for this reason the business was not an unincor- 
porated business within the definition set up under the act. 

Arthur W. Defenderfer vy. District of Columbia, (B.T. A. Dkt. No. 1281). Under 
this decision it was also held that, upon the facts presented, more than 80 per- 
cent of the gross income of this insurance business wus derived from the owner’s 
services although it was shown that more than 20 percent of the gross income 
was paid to the employees (subagents) for their services under contracts with 
them which were almost identical with the owner’s contract with the life in- 
surance company for whom the owner was acting as general agent. 

2. The following decisions serve to point up the necessity for taxing all income 
from the rental of real estate: Row H. Pickford v. District of Columbia, (179 
Fed. 21 603) ; Hlizabeth O. Shechy vy. District of Columbia (B. 'T. A, Dkt. No. 1226; 
Northern Tr. Co., Trustee u/w Henry Strong, Deed, vy. District of Columbia, 
(B. T. A. Dkt. No. 1223); Regina I. McKeever et al. y. District of Columbia, 
(B. T. A. Dkt. No. 1329). 

Each of the aforementioned decisions involves the question of whether or not 
income from the rental of certain pieces of real estate is income from a busi- 
ness. Under these decisions it is held that if the owners are furnishing services 
such as heat, light, gas, or janitor service they are engaging in a business and 
are therefore subject to the tax. In those cases where the owners are not fur- 
nishing services they have been held not to be engaging in a business and were 
held to be exempt since the tax was only based upon unincorporated businesses. 
The effect of these decisions is to impose a tremendous burden upon the As- 
sessor (and the taxpayers) of determining as to each piece of property whether 
or not services are performed and to require a splitting up of expenses by proper- 
ties. 


SCHEDULE C. EXAMPLES OF TAX COMPUTATIONS TO SHOW EFFECT OF PROPOSED 
CHANGES IN THE LAW 


Examples showing District of Columbia income and franchise taxes paid by 
individuals based upon their residence and whether or not the business income is 
subject to the franchise tax: 
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I. Business done within District of Columbia but income is not subject tea 
franchise tax’ 


Net in- Franchise Income 
come tax tax 


(a) When both partners live in the District of Colum- 
bia 
A. B. partnership 000 
Partner A (in the District of Columbia) 500 
Partner B (in the District of Columbia 500 


Total 


(h) When 1 partner lives in the District of Columbia 
A. B. partnership 
Partner A (in the District of Celumbis) 
Partner B (without District of Columbia) 


Total. 


ic) When no partners live in the District of Columbia 
A. B. Partnership 
Partner A (without the District of Cclumbia) 
Partner B (without the District of Columbia) 


Total 


1 Income might not be subject te the tax because the firm might be exempt under the pro. i ‘ions of the law 
or regulations, or because the firm’s activities might not constitute doing business 


II. Business done within District of Columbia and income is subject to 
franchise tar 


Franchise 


Net income 
tax 


Income tax Total 


(a) When both partners live in District of Columbia 
A. B. partnership $40, 000 
Partner A (in District of Columbin) 6, 000 | 
Partner B (in District of Columbia) 6, 000 


Total 


(>) When 1 partner lives in District of Columbia 
A. B. partnershin 40, 000 | 
Partner A (in District of Columbie) 6, 000 
Partner B (without District of Columbia) 0 


Total 
(c) When no partner lives in District of Columbia: 
A. B. partnership 40, 000 


Partner A (without District of Columbix) | 0 0 0 
Partner B (without District of Columbia) 0 0 0 


EE cant , 350 | 0 | 


Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There is one thing I want to 
talk to you about, and that is the real estate situation. 

Mr. Martin. Will you permit a very brief coverage of the other 
titles before we get down to real estate / 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. I would like to get a consistent story in on my state- 
ment. 

Title XII, which is on page 13 of my statement, has to do with 
tangible personal property taxes. I do not have to remind Mr. O’Hara 
that H. R. 3180, which would exempt nonbusiness personal property 
in the District of Columbia, has passed the House of Representatives. 
We are putting it in this bill because of its impact upon this net in- 
crease of $4,500,000 that the Federal Bureau of the Budget wanted 
us to raise. I will be very brief and say that that is one amendment 
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that if I do not accomplish anything else before I retire, and I will 
retire within a very few years, it will be the abolition of that non- 
business personal property tax. : 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Surely the Senator looks at 
that with cold eyes. 

Mr. Martin. There are two minor things in that same title, and 
one is to eliminate the oath on personal property tax. It is an im- 
fernal nuisance and I can tell you that 90 percent of the people who 
file those returns do not notarize them. 

There is another very small item in connection with that personal 
property. The law says that we shall place the tax rate on the return 
form which is impossible because we do not know what the tax rate 
will be until after July 1. They are printed back in January or 
February, so I am in favor of removing that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I think it is a source of 
iniquitous claims, 

Mr. Martin. The next title is title XIV, which is shown on page 
14 of my statement, covering the individual income tax. 

What we are proposing is to increase by 1 percent the tax in each 
of those brackets; so that in effect it increases that type of tax by 
1 percent. And for the information of the committee, I cannot 
divulge the information that there is on other people’s returns, but 
I can divulge my own return. 

For the year 1952 my net taxable income was the large amount of 
$7,310.52. And the tax amounted to, the District tax amounted to 
£121.21. The increased tax to me under this bill would be $73.10. 

On the other hand, I paid a personal property tax of $35, so the 
combination of the two, as far as I am concerned, would increase my 
taxes by $38. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. You would pay that personal 
property tax for a higher income tax? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; even though it will cost me more money. 

Now, title XV, sales and use tax is the telephone tax. It appears on 
page 15 of my statement. We have discussed that already. There is 
another section of that title that I think your attention should be called 
to, and that is that. under existing law, national banks and Federal 
building and loan associations are exempt from the sales tax because 
they are instrumentalities of the Federal Government. 

I have talked to at least one national bank president and he sees no 
objection to our amending the law to require national banks and Fed- 
eral building and loan associations to pay the sales tax. 

Representative Harris. How much more money would that raise? 

Mr. Martin. Between $30,000 and $50,000 a year. 

The Cuarrman. To pay the sales tax on what / 

Mr. Martin. On equipment, printing, supplies, everything they 
buy. 

Now, title XVI of the bill on page 16 of my statement covers the 
gross receipts and bus mileage taxes. You have heard people in op- 
position, and I was not here at that time. [think you are familiar with 
the provisions of that, and I will try to answer the questions on that. 

Senator Brau. Is that the $50,000 that you anticipate collecting 
from the buses ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

423875444 
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Senator Bratt. You notice they got an increased rate of fare to 20 
cents. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Senator Beaty. I wonder how much increase you think the Capita! 
Transit Co.canstand? They tell us of the poor position and condition 
they are in, and with the increased fares | wondered if you thought 
about going into the bus business yet ? 

Mr. Martin. No, I have not thought about that yet, but personally 
I do not think this increase wil] hurt these companies a bit in the world. 

Senator Bratt. When you have an industry like the bus business, 
and if you believe their statements that they are down and out, any 
thing you put on there isn’t very much, but anything you put on at this 
stage—and they are constantly coming in and asking for increased 
rates—and now their fare is 20 cents. Isn't that right / 

Mr. Martin. On the Capital Transit Co., yes, sir. But I am 
wondering which class of users of our highways and bridges will ben: 
fit more from this public works program than these bus companies, par 
ticularly those in Virginia ? 

Senator Bratt. They are going to pay it in gasoline taxes. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, of course they will. But if we build these bridges 
and highways they are going to have to experience material reductions 
in their operating expenses because buses get caught in traffic jams 
just the same as your automobile does. 

Let me go back to the beginning. We got our first income tax law in 
1939 and there was not any question about these interstate lines paying 
our local tax as an income tax. 

Back in 1932 we had this bus mileage tax and that was in lien of 
other franchise and personal property taxes. 

Then we changed our corporation income tax under the 1947 reve 
nue act to a corporation franchise tax, and immediately two of thie 
Greyhound Lines appealed to the Tax Court and called attention to 
the provision of the 1932 Bus Act which said that was in lieu of any 
other franchise tax, and. they won their taxes, so they eliminated them 
selves from the payment of franchise taxes. 

We have got 17 lines, other than the Capital Transit Co., bus lines 
operating in the District of Columbia. If you take all 17 as a group, 
the income of those companies on franchise taxes as shown by the 
returns filed by them, amounted to less than $9,000 a year. 

So that when we apportion their income tax on revenues or a mileage 
or any other basis, they pay us practically nothing. 

So when these two Greyhound lines appealed, that really amazed us 
because they were asking for peanuts. iow this proposal in here 
to amend the 1932 act is not done vindictively at all. We want to 
amend that to again require them to pay a corporation or franchise 
tax even though it does not amount to much. They should. So this 
company, if the law is amended, would again pay us an income tax, 
and would pay us this mileage tax, and would pay the gasoline tax. 
They pay us no personal property tax. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What was your estimate of 
total taxes they would pay on their franchise tax ? 

Mr. Martin. The total increase would be $50,000. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What would the total pay- 
ment of all these 18 buslines amount to? I thought you gave it a 
minute ago. 
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Mr. Martin. I know the exact amount of the tax, but I would have 
to look up the motor vehicle fuel tax. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I merely meant what the dif- 
ference would make in their total tax paid. 

Mr. Martin. $50,000. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And that would be an in- 
crease of how much? 

Mr. Martin. Well, I see an increase of $50,000. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. An increase altogether of 
$50,000. 

Mr. Martin. Yes; but I am not including the gasoline tax in that. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I understand that. 

Mr. Martin. Otherwise $50,000 in increase. 

Representative Harris. Which would make a total payment of 
what? 

Mr. Martin. The 17 companies, other than the Capital Transit Co., 
would pay us $94,000 in addition t to gasoline taxes, and they operate a 
little over 4 million miles in the District of Columbia each’ year. 

There is only one other title, and that is title XVII, appearing on 
page 20 of my statement. Those are two amendments which we should 
have. Section 1701 of tithe XVII would authorize the Collector of 
Taxes to collect all types of taxes by distraint action, with the excep- 
tion of the real estate taxes. 

There are certain taxes that he has no authority to collect by dis- 
traint at the present time, such as beer taxes, vault rentals, and insur- 
ance taxes, 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Who collects those? 

Mr. Martin. If we collect them we have got to go to court and 
sue on them. There is no objection on the part of anybody to that. 

Section 1702 of title XVII would authorize the Assessor to levy a 
jeopardy assessment or where there is a possibility of our loss of taxes, 
prompt action, and we are thinking ‘particul: arly with respect to the 
personal-property tax. We alre: ady | have such authority with respect 
to income and sales taxes, but not on a personal-property tax. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well. Proceed. 

Mr. Martin. That completes all the titles. 

I do have a section in my prepared statement, beginning on page 21, 
relating to real-estate taxes, and if I may be permitted, I would like 
to place in the record information which was supplied by _ Ameri- 

can Municipal Association, under date of January 21, 1954, showing 
a very important thing, and that is true of every city in ee United 
States, revenues from residential areas generally speaking are not 
sufficient to pay for the services rendered within those areas. In 
other words, your revenues have got to be supplemented by your 
business and industrial taxpayers. 

I would like to place these two statements in the record. The 
other one is dated Teutars 27, 1954, and is also from the American 
Municipal Association. 

Because of that very important point, because that is something 
that I wanted to discuss with you gentlemen when we get into the 
real-estate tax, I thought this would be an appropriate time to put 
this information in the record. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Those documents may be 
put in the record. 
(Letters from American Municipal Association follow :) 


AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 27, 1954. 
Mr. ScHUYLER Lowe, 
Director, Department of General Administration, 


District of Columbia, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Scuvuy ter: I do not know if these quotes come too late for your purpose, 
but they are current and to the point. 

(1) In the January 1954 issue of the Urban Land Institute's newsletter, the 
following paragraph appears on page 1: 

“Since few residential areas pay enough in taxes to pay for the costs of provid- 
ing them with essential public services, the deficit must be made up by tax 
revenues from commercial and industrial areas.” 

(2) From a December 1953 report to the Stephen H. Wilder Foundation 
regarding the Cincinuati, Ohio, metropolitan problem, Mr. Thomas H. Reed (one 
of the outstanding authorities on metropolitan problems) writes: 

“No city can live on the taxes collected from purely residential property. 
The average cost of educating a child in Cincinnati, omitting capital expenditures 
for school buildings was $255.14 for the Jast school year. A home worth $12,000 
and assessed at $6,000 paid only $64.86 for this purpose. The taxes of business 
and industry are necessary to make up what State aid does not cover.” 

This gives you at least eight verifications from eminent authorities on the point 
made at our lunch with representatives of the board of trade. In my opinion, 
it adds great strength to your argument that the Federal Government must bear 
a tax burden in the District proportionate to that borne by commerce and industry 
in more normal cities. 

With warmest personal regards, I remain, 

Sincerely, 
RaNpY HASKELL HAMILTON, 
Director of the Washington Office. 


AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 21, 1954. 
Mr. SCHUYLER LOwE, 
Director, Departient of General Administration, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR ScHUYLER: About a month ago, you requested information from us 
regurding the revenne-service cost ratio for industrial and residential properties. 
l am attaching some authoritative quotations and comment in this regard. 

As you can see they back up the generalization that residential properties 
generally do not pay their own way in the terms of municipal services—particu- 
larly so when there are several children using municipal school facilities. 

If there is any further information in this regard that we can obtain for you, 
please do not hesitate to call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
RANDY HASKELL HAMILTON, 
Director of the Washington Office. 


QUOTATIONS AND COMMENT ON REVENUE-SERVICE COst RATIO FOR INDUSTRIAL AND 
RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES 


FROM NEWSLETTER OF THE MUNICIPAL FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION, JUNE 1, 1955 


“Report stresses need for balanced residential-commercial development. A 
report prepared by Clarence EK. Johnson, director of finance, Anne Arundel 
County, Md., for the Anne Arundel County Trade Council emphasizes the neces- 
sity for more commercial development, The county is primarily residential in 
character. In order to prevent a continuous increase in the amount of property 
tax that must be levied for public education, a function which the report concludes 
is the only one that causes an increase in need for funds from new residential 
development, more commercial and industrial developments must be encouraged. 
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Using a large housing development in the county as a foeal point, an analysis 
of existing taxes disclosed that each school child required $107 of county taxes, 
and that the housing development was supplying approximately 60 percent of 
this required amount. The report found that county services required by indus 
trial or commercial developments were low in cost compared to those required 
by residential areas thus permitting taxes on such property to offset the cost of 
services to be provided the residential area.” 


FROM THE MARCH 1950 ANNEXATION STUDY OF COLORADO SPRINGS, BY JOSEPH E. 
CHAMBERLIN 


“Quite a bit of evidence is accumulating on the extent to which various types 
of property will pay, or fail to pay, for the municipal services provided that type 
of property. Most of this evidence seems to indicate that industrial property, 
most commercial property, and high value residential property willl pay for 
the services given them, but that most residential properties and some com- 
mercial properties fail to pay for the services rendered to them. An example of 
this tendency is the 1949 economic survey of land uses in Evanston, Ill made by 
Homer Hoyt Associates. Evanston had a population of approximately 65,000 
in 1940 and the following result was obtained from that survey. In the aggre- 
gate, all residential properties in Evanston, single-family houses and apart- 
ments combined, cost $615,000 more in municipal services than they contributed 
in taxes. This deficit was made up chiefly by the surplus received from the 
commercial properties, which cause no expense for schools.” 

Norre.—The report then presents revenue and cost figures for the first 5 years 
of annexation, indicating the annual deficiency of revenue in both dollar amounts 
and in its equivalent in mill levy. Following are the annual deficiencies, as equiv- 
alent in mill levy, for the first through the fifth year, successively for the four 
areas being studied for annexation: 

Knob Hill (having a relatively large number of commercial properties) : 1.38, 
0.62, 0.46, 0.30, 0.22. 

Roswell (containing no commercial properties) : 0.62, 0.53, 0.47, 0.43, 0.40. 

Roswell: No end (15 blocks containing 44 commercial properties added to 
Roswell) : 0.97, 0.66, 0.60, 0.54, 0.49. 

Ivywild-Cheyenne Canyon (containing both commercial properties and high 
value residential property): 1.24, 0.31, 0.23, 0.12, 0.08. 


FROM A DIGEST OF A JANUARY 1946 PEPORT OF ANNEXATION 8Y THE CITY PLAN BOARD, 
DAYTON, OHIO 


“Past annexation experience has indicated that (a) annexed areas, particu- 
larly residential, usually do not contribute real-estate taxes equal to the costs of 
servicing them in the first few years.” 


FROM ANNEXATION HANDBOOK FOR TENNESSEE MUNICIPAL OFFICIALS BY WALLACE 
MENDFLSON (TECHNICAL BULL. 14, MUNICIPAL TECHNICAL SERVICES, UNIVERSITY 
OF TENNESSEE) 


(Appearing at pp. 26-27 is the following quotation from the 1947 annexation 
memorandum of Seattle, Wash. :) 

“It is almost axiomatic in municipal annexation that the average suburban 
residential tract yields far short of the revenues from propety taxes and other 
sources which are necessary to pay for the additional municipal services and 
capital outlays the city is put to as a result of the annexation. This deficit has 
to be made up by taxpayers of the central city. As these annexed areas become 
populated and their assessed values rise producing more property taxes, this 
subsidy from the rest of the city would be less. In fact, there are few areas 
inside the city which pay their way, the deficit being made up by the central 
high value commercial district.” 


FROM A SUMMARY OF ANNEXATION STUDIES FOR RALEIGH, N. C., PUBLISHED BY THE 
RALEIGH. RLANNING COMMISSION, NOVEMBER. 1952, THE FOLLOWING ARE EXCERPTED 
COMMENTS RELATIVE TO SEVERAL AREAS OUTSIDE THE CITY, BEING STUDIED FOR 
ANNEXATION 


As to Caraleigh: “On the basis of present tax rates of assessments, the Cara- 
leigh area would never pay olf the costs of providing it with principal serv- 
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ices * * * property values are so low that the pro rata costs of providing 
garbage collection, police protection and other standard services would exceed 
the revenue derived from the area.” 

As to Colonial stores and forest: “Industrial and commercial property make 
this area an economic asset. It includes commercial properties on the Wake 
Forest and Louisburg Roads. It would provide an excess of revenues over costs 
which would accumulate to an estimated $500,000 in 10 years. This is the kind 
of area which is necessary if Raleigh is to provide services to citizens in low 
value areas without high assessments or rates on other tax boards. The addi- 
tion of other warehouse properties, similar to Colonial Stores, in the triangular 
area between the two railroads, is assumed in these calculations.” 

As to Belvidere Park: “This is an area of typical medivum-value homes. It just 
about breaks even. Costs practically balance revenues.” 


FROM REPORT OF PRACTICABILITY OF ANNEXATION (FOR NORFOLK, VA.) BY THOMAS H 
REED, OCTOBER 25, 1948 


Within its present boundaries the city cannot hope to advantage much from the 
great commercial and industrial expansion to which the Hampton Roads region 
is manifestly destined. More and more, if the city’s area is not enlarged, the 
great plants as well as the homes of the people located in other jurisdictions 
where they will contribute nothing to the finances of the city, though there will 
be constantly increasing pressure on the facilities and services provided by the 
city government. 

“It is not a matter of indifference to Norfolk City taxpayers that a great 
industry cannot find a location within its limits. They will have lost a valuable 
partner in the business of taxpaying. They will all be paying more, other things 
being equal, for the support of the city government than if the tax base were 
enlarged by the industry’s presence within the city.” 

NorTe.—Mr. Reed’s report contains a summary tabulation of revenue and 
expense figures from which the following percentage relationships of available 
revenues to total increased expense are derived, for the first, second, and third 
year, successively. 

Tanners Creek (a long strip of land, of least potential significance to new 
development) : 4, 8, and 50 percent. 

Washington (having numerous large industries already located, and open 
area inviting further industrial expansion) : 9, 12, and 46 percent. 

Kempsville (which should enjoy extensive residential development with” fine 
homes taking up the area immediately surrounding the lakes): 23, 24, and 
59 percent. 

Representative O’Hara.of Minnesota. I would like to ask you this 
one question which is preliminary, Mr. Martin. What is your present 
office setup as to assistants or clerical help in the matter of reviewing 
the assessments of the real property in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Martin. Let me bring you up to date on that. Very briefly, 
up until 1929, we had three Assistant Assessors on real estate. At 
that time the number was increased to five. 

This year it was increased to seven. 

The present budget would provide 8 additional posts in the 
fiscal year 1955, increasing that existing group of assessors to 10. 
Right now I have seven. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. With this new authority of 
the Appropriations Committee you will have 10 altogether ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is that including yourself? 

Mr. Martin. No, it does not include me or my Deputy Assessor, but, 
Mr. Chairman, I have no time to make real-estate assessments. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Generally, how often do you 
reassess the valuation of real property ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman, there never has been a complete re- 
assessment of real estate in the District of Columbia. 
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The Cuairman. Never? 

Mr. Martin. Never. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. There has never been any 
reassessment in relation to the current valuation of property in the 
last 5 or 10 years ¢ 

Mr. Martin. We have had some blanket changes made, such as 
changes in tax rates. 

ae O'Hara of Minnesota. I am not criticizing you for 

t, because with the help you had, you could not do it. Something has 

got to be done. 

Mr. Martin. During the depression there was a 10 percent reduction 
in real estate assessments in the District of Columbia. That was a 
mistake. They should not have adjusted the assessments, they should 
have adjusted the tax rate, but they did not. 

In 1948 we had a blanket 20 percent increase in improvements other 
than business properties throughout the District of Columbia. a 
that does not change my answer of before. We have never had : 

wholesale reassessment of the District of Columbia. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I presume that as new prop- 
erties were built or improvements have been added, you had the actual 
assessment as the improvement went on. 

Mr. Martin. Yes. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. But the new property has not 
been reassessed at all, nor has there been a reassessment of property 
since the last 20 or 50 years. 

Mr. Martin. That is not 100 percent correct. We have kept current 
on the real-estate assessment from 5th to 19th and Pennsylvania Ave- 
nue to M Street. Those assessments will run roughly 90 percent of 
current market values. That area is up to date on its assessments. 

Two years ago we reassessed the area west of Connecticut Avenue 
and north of Pennsylvania Avenue running to N Street. There is a 
great transition taking place there in the last 4 or 5 years. Old houses 
are being torn down and these are becoming nice residential areas. 
That area is reassessed. 

Three or 4 years ago we went out on New York Avenue NE., and 
reassesed that industrial property near the Hecht Co. warehouse. To 
the extent possible we have made partial reassessments from time to 
time, but. the amount of work outside of the downtown business area 
comprises a rather small portion of the District of Columbia. 

Right now, and this is bad news for Mr. Lowe, we are going all 
through Wesley Heights and the American University area where I 
happen to live and Mr. Lowe and General Prentiss also live, and we 
are increasing the land values through that area. 

General Prentiss. I think they have already covered me at my 
house last year. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have any device in the District of Columbia 
which corresponds to what is known as a board of equalization ? 

Mr. Marttn. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. What is that? 

Mr. Martin. That is myself, the Deputy Assessor, the Board of 
Assistant Assessors of Real Estate, and the Board of Personal Tax 
Assessors. 

The Cuarmman. As an individual taxpayer, if he thinks he has a 
complaint and has been unfairly assessed, might he appeal ¢ 
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Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; between the first Monday of January and the 
first Monday of April he would be heard. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Is there an appeal from there 
to the Tax Court ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you feel that there is a 
general need of a reassessment of the valuation, and I will tell you why 
{ ask you this question; we have raised taxes twice, once in 1948 and 
again in 1950. Is that contract? Congress did. 

Mr. Martin. You are talking about the rates? 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Now. do you feel that there 
should be a reassessment of the entire District of Columbia on real 
estate taxes ¢ 

Mr. Martin. No, not the entire District of Columbia. I have 
already mentioned the downtown area. 

Incidentally, that area comprises about 2 percent of our total area 
But it produces about 20 percent of the taxes. In connection with 
the other areas that we have covered in recent years, wé have been 
satisfied with them. 

Senator Case has heard me testify about real-estate taxes. We do 
need some equalization, in my opinion. We do not need a LOO percent 
reassessement of all property in the District of Columbia. 

By asking for these additional assistant assessors, however, it was in 
line with my program to bring properties into proper equalization. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I think you get more com- 
plaint on that than on what the rate is because it is natural, is it not, 
Mr. Martin, for 10 people in the neighborhood each owning their own 
little home and if one man is overassessed, he is going to be very 
unhappy, and that is where we get the complaints. 

For example, on income property in the District of Columbia, I 
have been told that ordinarily the tax rate is about 10 percent of the 
income on the property, and I am speaking of apartments, and such 
as that. But I understand that in the District of Columbia they will 
vary anywhere from 7 percent to 17 percent. Is that a correct 
statement, do you know ? 

Mr. Martin. I can tell you what the average is. If you take our 
business property, and I have said that is taxed at about 90 percent 
of the current market value, if you take our apartment houses as a 
group, they are taxed between 60 percent and 65 percent. 

Now, if you take our residences as a class, they are taxed at about 
50 percent of the current market value. But the many inequities in 
apartment assessments and in home assessments, and I ‘think General 
Prentiss could tell you that because a know that he bought a home, 
and his home, I think, is assessed at 75 percent of what he paid for 
it, which is unusually high, and maybe he should appeal to the Board 
of Equalization and Review. 

Representative Harris. Have real-estate values been going up or 
down or have they been rather dormant recently ? 

Mr. Marvin. Real-estate values had reached a dormant position in 
June of 1950 at the time of the Korean situation. And then we had 
inflation with prices going up. 
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But in the last 114 year's particularly, while there has not been any 
decided break in real-estate prices, real estate has moved more or less 

slowly and there has been some break in selling prices. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Break downward / 

Mr. Martin. Not material, but where they sold a house in a week 
before, they are holding it now for 3 months before they sell it. 

Senator Bratt. How often do you have reassessments here? Do 
vou have regular reassessments ¢ 
' Mr. Marvin. No, sir. 

Senator BeaLu. Do you think that would be a good thing to operate 
in the District of Columbia, that you would have periodic reassess- 
ments, say, 3 years, that every section of the city would be reassessed 
in 1954, but you would begin in 1954 and take a third of the city 
and then a third of the city in 1955 and the last third of the city in 
1956 and reassess them / 

Mr. Martin. No: I do not think it is necessary to do all of them 
on a 3-year basis. I do not think property values are going to change 
sufliciently to require that frequency. 

Senator BeaL.. How about 5 years / 

Mr. Martin. I would say somewhere between 5 and 7 years. 

Senator Bra... Reassess one-fifth of the city every year and there 
would be almost perpetual reassessment. 

Mr. Martin. And if we get a leveling of real-estate values, it would 
not be necessary every fifth vear. 

The CratrMan. My experience on examining the actual assess- 
ment of real estate is limited to two different residential properties 
which I have owned at different times since I have been in the Dis- 
trict, and I would say that there is a great need for reassessment 
through the city. 

On one piece of property the land was assessed at $7,500. That 
was a piece of property I had between 1940 and 1944. 

A piece of property which we bought in 1951 and sold just this 
past summer, the land there was assessed at $1,450, or something like 
that, and the second lot, from my standpoint, was a much better lot 
than the other. 

Mr. Martin. Those were vacant lots? 

The CuarrMan. Yes; but the assessment came after we built on it. 
The assessment had been made so far as the lot was concerned, but the 
lot carried the old, original assessment, and it was about one-fifth of 
what the other lot was, that is the real-estate portion of the assessment. 
And I thought the second lot was worth much more than the other. 

In fact, from a price standpoint it cost much more. 

Mr. Marin. I am not satisfied with real-estate assessments in 
Washington. That is the reason I have been trying to do something 
about them through the Appropriations Committee. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have records in your 
office as to each piece of property # 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are they complete as to 
whether they are improved or unimproved, and as to the value? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; and they are public records. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Have you any further ques- 
tions? 

The CuarrMan. No. 
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Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Have you anything further, 
Mr. Martin? 

Mr. Martin. No. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Mr. Spencer ! 

Mr. Spencer. I have 2 statements, and 1 statement has some com 
ments with respect to the testimony of Mr. Striner, and the other is 
the statement outlining the basic reasons why we think the increased 
kederal payment which we are proposing here is justified. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. They will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(Statements referred to follow :) 


COMMENTS BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ON THE TESTIMONY oF Dr. BenJAMIy 
A. STRINER FOR THE FEDERATION OF BUSINESS MEN'S ASSOCIATIONS, INo. 


The Commissioners of the District of Columbia strongly disagree in genera 
with the statements and conclusions of Dr. Benjamin A. Striner in his testimony 
before this committee on January 28, 1954. It is not believed necessary or 
desirable to comment in detail on every statement made by him, because the 
record contains comprehensive factual presentations by the Commissioners and 
their staff to show the need for this program, and scope and financing of the pro 
gram, and the fiscal problems in future years. 

It is believed, however, that in summary form there should be brought into 
focus the main points that are raised by the statement of the representative of 
the Federation of Business Men’s Associations. For this purpose, the six major 
points will be discussed in the order in which presented. 

Point No. 1. To demonstrate that there are many misconceptions on the part 
of the general public and Members of Congress as to the self-sufficiency of the 
program. 

The Commissioners have given full and complete information as to the con 
struction program, including financing, together with estimates of income and 
expenditures during the 10-year period 1955-64. In fact, most of the information 
presented by the Commissioners and their staff during this hearing has been 
released to the public. There has been very complete newspaper coverage. 

The Commissioners have shown that the water, sanitary sewage works, and 
highway programs are completely self-financing if the proposed legislation is 
adopted. 

As to the general fund, the proposed program will create no serious financial 
problems through the fiscal year 1956. In testimony and exhibits, the Commis- 
sioners have indicated, from best estimates of District officials, the condition of 
the general fund over a 10-year period, knowing full well the impossibility of an 
accurate forecast over such a period of economic conditions, revenues, and 
required expenditures. The revenue and expenditure situation must therefore 
be analyzed annually in order that a balanced budget may be presented to the 
Congress each year. 

It has been stated that there would be less future capital outlay for such 
things as schools, recreation, welfare and hospitals payable from the general 
fund. During the past 10 years the average capital outlay from the general fund 
has been $10.2 million a year, including an average of $3.2 million for storm 
water and sanitary sewers. The general fund program contemplates an average 
expenditure of $13 million each year without sanitary sewers which will be 
paid for from the sanitary sewer fund. The average for sanitary sewer works 
alone will be $2.8 million. The aggregate of $15.8 million exceeds the previous 
expenditures of $10.2 million by $5.6 million, 

The existing plan is materially different from the Addison committee report ; 
consequently, quotations from that report are for the most part inapplicable. 
The statement to which Dr. Striner made reference in the letter of May 12, 1953, 
from Commissioner® Spencer to Mr. Rowland Hughes, Deputy Director of the 
Budget, did not have reference to the present plan of financing, which had not 
at that time been formulated, but to the earlier one under which the only con- 
templated added burdens on District residents were increased water rates and 
new sewage charges. 

It should be stressed that a public-works plan was first submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget on April 16, 1953, but that complete agreement between the Com 


missioners and the Bureau of the Budget was not reached until November 3, 
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1953, following which the details of the present plan were released to the public 
as rapidly as they could be developed. The main features of this plan were 
released by the Commissioners in an open letter to the citizens of Washington 
on December 1, 1953. The financial forecast of the general fund was completed 
as soon as possible after that date and was released on January 8, 1954. 

Point No, 2. To show that the proponents of the bill have, in our opinion, 
underestimated the deficits accruing during the program. 

The Budget Officer explained the projected financial situation during the 10- 
year period and stated frankly that there could be additional items, such as 
beneficial legislation and increased cost of patient care at St. Elizabeths Hospi 
tal, which were not included in the financial forecast. The fact that there are 
many unpredictables and variables that enter into such forecasts was clearly 
stated to the committee. 

It is believed that further comment would be repetitious, except to stress the 
fact that each year the budget must be brought into balance before it is sub- 
mitted to the Congress. 

Point No. 3. To demonstrate that the proposed taxes for the financing of the 
program are discriminatory, that they will defeat the purpose for which intended, 
and drive business and revenue away from the District. 

The prepared statement of the Finance Officer explains the principles which 
guided the Commissioners in selecting the particular tax measures included in 
the bill. His statement was made a part of the record at the close of the hearing 
on January 27. 

Point No. 4.:That at the conclusion of this program, in 1964, the District of 
Columbia will be in a more serious financial predicament than at present. 

This point also has been discussed at considerable length during the hearing, 
particularly on the afternoon of January 27 at the time the Budget Officer was 
presenting his testimony. The Commissioners sharply disagree with this state- 
ment and wish to repeat that under the program $305 million of urgently needed 
construction will have been completed by 1964. The existing fiscal problem is 
due to normal operating costs. Future financial problems that may occur will 
also be caused by normal! operating costs and not by the public-works program. 
To repeat again, each year the Commissioners must submit a balanced budget, 
and therefore any deficit now forecast for any year, if it hecomes an actuality, 
must be eliminated, by measures to increase tax revenues or to reduce expendi- 
tures, before the budget is submitted. At present it appears that no serious 
financial problem will occur before the fiscal year 1957. That year is still too 
far away for accurate forecasts. 

Points Nos. 5 and 6. That there will be a backlog of public works needed in 
1965 equally as great as is proposed in the present program, and finally to bring 
to the attention of this joint committee an alternative plan which the Federaion 
of Business Men’s Associations believe would be more equitable, more sensible, 
and flexible enough to solve future contingencies which may arise. 

The program is designed to take care of foreseeable and urgently needed 
expansion of facilities. There is no question that from time to time other con- 
struction projects will be required for additional needs or replacement of worn- 
out structures. While the portion of Dr. Striner’s statement that deals with 
the needs after 1964 could be correct, no one can predict requirements that far 
in advance. 

The portion of these two points which deals with the soundness of the financing 
program is best commented upon by calling attention to the fact that the program 
submitted by the Commissioners is in accordance with and has the full con- 
currence of the Federal Bureau of the Budget, and also has the endorsement 
of the President. In addition it has the support of many outstanding citizens 
and citizens’ groups who have gone into the matter thoroughly. 

With reference to the approval of this financing program by the Federal 
Bureau of the Budget, there are presented for the record copies of letters from 
the Bureau dated July 30, 1953, November 3, 1953, and January 19, 1954. 


FEBRUARY 1, 1954. 
As this hearing on the proposed public-works program and the related fiscal 
problems of the District of Columbia draws to a close, the Board of Commis- 
sioners would like to point out, in summary form, certain of the things that con- 
tribute to placing the District of Columbia problems in a different category from 
those of other large cities, and the manner in which these matters affect the 
local revenues. 
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First of all, is the constitutional background that stipulated that this city be 
the seat of the National Governinent and be under the full legislative control 
of the Congress of the United States, as distinguished from other local political 
jurisdictions. 

This concept, as applied through the years was recognized by the National 
Capital Planning Commission in its 1950 comprehensive plan for the Nationa] 
Capital. The following quotatious from this plan very aptly describe the situa 
tion: 

“Washington, the seat of government, should offer a setting for effective con- 
duct of our national and world-affairs. Fer its own people it should be a good 
place to live. For all the people of the United States it should be an inspiring 
symbol of their country.” 

Among the aims of the plan: “To develop a National Capital that will be 
loved and honored for its eminence among cities—an inspiring symbol, to citizen 
and visitor, of the dignity and vigor of American democratic government.” 

Federal responsibilities: “Threughout the country financing of essential pub- 
lic works is a problem of local governments. In Washington, the Federal Gov 
ernment has a part in this far beyond its purely local services. Since it takes 
the place of taxpaying industries that support the average city, it should con 
tribute a substantial sum, in lieu of real-estate taxes on its own establishments 
This sort of financial aid is essential to creating and maintaining a worthy 
National Capital.” 

Statements of committees of previous Congresses have already been placed in 
the record as a part of the testimony of the District of Columbia budget officer on 
January 27, 1954. These statements are even more emphatic as to the in 
separability of Federal and District interests, and the responsibility of the 
Federal Government for the District of Columbia. 

In practice, the operation of Washington as the Federal city serves to deprive 
it of substantial revenues which accrue to normal cities of comparable size, for 
example: 

1. The District has developed because of the presence of the Federal Gov 
ernment, and does not have and probably never will have independent basic 
industries that would support it. The normal tax revenues which would be ob- 
tained from such industries are therefore not available. It also is nationally 
recognized that in all communities the basic source of revenues is from business 
and industry, and that taxes from residential areas do not pay for services 
rendered in those areas. The resulting deficiencies in local revenues must 
therefore be filled by business and other taxes, including an increased Federal 
payment, since the Federal Government is the true “basic industry” of this city. 
In connection with this important matter, we would like to refer you to the testi- 
mony during this hearing of Mr. Daniel W. Bell, representing the Washington 
Board of Trade. 

2. Federal Government land amounts to 42.8 percent of the total. No taxes 
are paid on this land. No other major city has such a large part of its land and 
improvements tax exempt. 

3. Washington also attracts tax-exempt activities such as charitable founda 
tions because it is the Capital City. Each year more taxable property is taken 
off the tax rolls; $20 million more of property is exempt today than just 3 
years ago, 

4. Building-height limitations are set to prevent any commercial structure from 
overshadowing Federal structures, which precludes the skyscrapers common to 
large cities. This limitation holds down realty values, likewise tax revenues 
To show the effect of this, Chicago in its central business district has an em 
ployment density of about 160,000 persons per square mile contrasted with 90,000 
in Washington. 

5. Many local residents maintain their legal domiciles elsewhere, and thereby 
entirely avoid payment of District of Columbia income tax. This could happen 
in no State. 

6. Many cities partially solve their revenue problems by extending their 
boundaries to include growing suburbs, This obviously is not possible here, but 
is particularly pertinent to our problem in view of the fact that contrary to 
pepular opinion the median income level in the District of Columbia is materially 
lower than in the surrounding suburbs. 

Similarly to the foregoing, the District incurs increased costs because it is the 
Nation’s Gapital. -Some examples,of these inereases,are. as follows: 

1. The Fine Arts Commission and National Capital Planning Commission re- 
quire that most public-works structures be designed to harmonize with the mas- 
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ter plan for the Capital City. These requirements call for architectural treat- 
ment that materially adds to the cost. The new highway bridge cost $1,152,000, 
or 21 percent extra, because of this. Municipal Center is another illustra- 
tion of tine monumental construction characteristic of public buildings in 
Washington. 

2. The federally conceived plan of the city calls for wide, beautiful, tree-lined 
streets such as few other major cities enjoy. Planting and maintaining these 
trees is costing $325,000 this year, and further increases are in sight. Wide 
streets.also mean additional paving costs. 

3. An unusually fine federally operated zoo is wholly paid for by the District 
of Columbia. The cost this year is about $660,000. 

4. The National Park Service receives about $1,500,000 each year from the 
District of Cglumbia for maintenance and operation of federally owned and 
controlled parks in the city. In addition, the District pays approximately 
$500,000 per year to support the Park Police. This is more park land and more 
park expenditures than is customary in comparable cities 

5. The large volume of Federal structures imposes significant demands on our 
police, fire, sanitation, and other services, which cannot be precisely computed in 
dollars, but which nonetheless add to the cost of building and operating the city. 

6. Because of Federal expansion in the area, Washington is now completely 
encircled by a thickly settled area that is more populous than the city itself, and 
which requires the construction of expensive arterial highways to enable sub- 
urban populations to move to and from the city. The fact that two rivers have 
to be crossed by much of this traffic requires the construction of very costly 
bridges. In fact, more vehicular traffic crosses the Potomac River each day than 
crosses the Hudson River at New York City. Also, the highway bridge facility 
in 1 day (24 hours) carries more traffic than any other bridge in the world. 

The Federal responsibility as to sharing the costs for building and maintaining 
this city is obviously affected by these complex factors that apply incalculable 
pressures On our costs and on our ability to meet these costs. 

Our economy is now leveling off, but essential services and facilities have not 
kept pace with the rapid growth of recent years. For some years the deferral 
of capital works provided something of a cushion in our finances that delayed the 
present financial problem until the leveling-off process set in. 

It has been pointed out in previous testimony that our residents will pay per 
capita taxes at the median of other cities in our size range upon enactment of 
H. R. 7389. Actually, because of the fact that so many people are able to reside 
here and legally avoid some of our taxes, many residents now carry a dispro- 
portionate share of the tax burden, which does not appear to be justified by 
the trend in incomes in the District as compared with its suburbs 


Median income, 1949, Washington Metropolitan area 


Population Median 


annual 
| income 
+ (1949) 
! 


1940 | Percent 
; increase 


District of Columbia. 802, 178 663, 091 
Washington metropolitan area 
Montgomery County 164, 401 3, 912 
Prince Georges County 194, 182 0, 490 
Arlington County 57, 040 
Fairfax County 98, 2 929 
Alexandria City 7 523 


Falls Chureh..... 


Families and unrelated individuals. _ 
2 Includes Falls Church which was not incorporated until 1948 


Source: U. 8. Bureau of Census. 


For the foregoing reasons, the Commissioners believe that the proposed increase 
in the Federal payment is amply justified. 


Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Do you have something to 
add, Mr. Martin, to what has been said? 
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Mr. Martin. There is one thing I overlooked and [ want it in the 
record because I do not want somebody to say, as apparently someone 
said the other day, that there is a sleeper in the bill. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. I never heard of such a thing. 

Mr. Martin. I do not intend there should be. The sleeper is the 
other way around. It is not in the bill. 

On page 5 of my prepared statement, I said at the bottom of the 
page: 

The important features of the proposed tlat-fee system are: (a) Fixed fees 
that would be paid on every registration 

When I made a final check of the bill itself I found that that feature 
was not in the bill, but that feature has been in my thought and dis- 
cussion of this thing from the very beginning. I wanted to make it 
plain on the record and for the information of everyone concerned, 
so later on if that phase of the bill is considered, why, then, I want 
that feature considered. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. Very well, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Martin. Thank you, Mr, Chairman and gentlemen. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Thank you. 

Did you have something you wanted to say, General Prentiss ? 

General Prenriss, Earlier tod: ry the question was raised concerning 
the number of diplomatic licenses, 

Representative O°Hara of Minnesota. That is right. 

General Prentiss. I have that information here, and Mr. Braun, 
our representative from the Traffic Bureau, would be glad to put it im, 
and also the statement for the procedure followed. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. All right, we will hear from 
Mr. Braun with respect to that. 


Will you state your full name for the record, please, and your official 
position { 


STATEMENT OF WALLACE L. BRAUN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, 
DEPARTMENT OF VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC 


Mr. Braun. Wallance L. Braun, Deputy Director of the Depart- 
ment of Vehicles and Traffic. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. We had some discussion 
earlier with reference to the fact that the District of Columbia fur- 
nishes to the Federal Government the tags for the Government-exempt 
cars and also with reference to the exempt diplomatic licenses. 

The question is what the cost of those are and what, if any, payment 
is made either by the Federal Government or the diplomatic services 
for those licenses. 

Mr. Braun. We have, as-of December 31, 1953, and that is from 
April 1 up to that date, United States Government registrations 
amounting to 5,508 vehicles. That is the gross registration. Of 
course there are transfers, but these are included in the gross registra- 
tion. 

Then we have those in the District government. 

In the diplomatic, we have 1,542 gross registrations. 

So that the total would be somewhere in the neighborhood of 7,000 
vehicles. 
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Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. What does it cost the District 
Columbia to produce those exempt tags of the diplomatic cars and 
ose for the Federal Government / 

Mr. Bravn. The Federal Government, previous to a year and a 
half ago, had a permanent tag. Then, if I recall correctly, we fur- 
nished plates. We have to register them. The major cost is in our 
administration, bookkeeping, and things like that. 

Representative O*’Hara of Minnesota. But you do not actually 
produce the Government tags 

Mr. Braun. Not for some time. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. What about the diplomatic 
tags / 

Mr. Braun. Yes, we do produce them. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are they furnished without 
any cost ¢ 

Mr. Braun. Without any cost. 

Representative O°Hara of Minnesota. What is the approximate 
ost of those tags to the District of Columbia / 

Mr. Braun. Seventeen cents a set, roughly. 

Representative O"Hara of Minnesota. For the actual manufacture 
of them ¢ 

Mr. Braun. Yes, sir. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. And then of course you have 
to register them, and so forth. 

Mr. Braun. Yes, sir; and issue the registration and certificate of 
title. 

Representative O'Hara of Minnesota. Are there any other questions 
along that line? 

I think that covers it, Mr. Braun. 

Mr. Braun. You wanted to know about the reference as to the re- 
quirement, the authority for issuing these. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. No, I do not think we went 
into that. I was curious as to the cost of the exempt tags. 

Mr. Braun. I would like to check these figures. There has been 
some negotiation with them for using a new tag. Their tag would be 
more costly because they are in three colors. This authority is con- 
tained in the Traffic Act. I thought that was one of your questions. 

Representative O’Hara of Minnesota. I do not think that came out. 
It was just a matter of the cost item. 

Thank you, Mr. Braun. 

We will adjourn now, and I do not know that we can fix a time as 
the next meeting, but as soon as you get that information together, if 
you will let the respective clerks of the committees know, then we can 
arrange for an executive session. 

We will make an attempt to have it Thursday or Friday of this 
week, but that is just an attempt. 

The hearings are closed, so far as the record is concerned. 

(The following additional information was submitted for the 
record :) 

(Thereupon, at 4: 24 p. m., the hearing was closed.) 
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Bar ASSOCIATION OF THE District or COLUMBTA, 
Washington 5, D. C., February 2, 1955 


Subject: Suggested amendment to Unincorporated Business Tax Law relating 
to exemption of lawyers, etc. 


Senator FRANCIS CASE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeaAR SENATOR Case: The Evening Star today carried an article in which 
Assessor Martin is reported to have suggested to the joint House and Senate 
Subcommittee on Fiscal Affairs that additional revenue for the District of 
Columbia could be raised through the device of eliminating the present exemption 
in the unincorporated business franchise tax law relating to professions which 
are prevented by law, custom, and ethics from doing business in corporate form 
It is submited that the change suggested by Mr. Martin would be wholly in 
consistent with the theory of an unincorporated business tax. 

One of the principal purposes of the unincorporated business tax is to prevent 
discrimination between incorporated businesses and unincorporated businesses 
in the same field by imposing essentially the same tax on both forms of business 
Since all attorneys are prohibited by law from incorporating, the corporate tax 
does not become an element of discrimination between lawyers and, therefore, 
there is no need to apply the tax to lawyers and Congress has very wisely pro 
vided that the unincorporated business tax shall not apply to “any trade or 
business which by law, custom or ethics cannot be incorporated * * *” (D. © 
Code, sec. 47-1574). 

A very important factor to be considered in connection with this matter is 
that, to the best of our knowledge, the unincorporated business tax is not ap 
plied in any jurisdiction in the United States to professions which are prohibited 
from incorporating. The present District of Columbia tax is patterned after 
the tax in effect in New York State, which contains an exemption identical with 
the one in the District of Columbia law. 

The unincorporated business tax has no counterpart in the Federal tax system 
The Federal income tax on corporations, however, recognizes the unfairness of 
applying the corporate tax to personal service businesses (including those 
which are not prohibited by law from incorporating). The provisions relating 
to personal service corporations, in effect, permit the stockholders of such co! 
porations to be taxed as individuals rather than as corporations (IRC, sec. 725). 

In vonclusion, we submit that the present exemption for professions prohibited 
by law from incorporating has a very solid reason for its existence, based upon 
the history of the use of this tax in such States as New York and the general 
purpose of an unincorporated business tax. We, therefore, vigorously oppose 
any proposal to remove the exemption and respectfully request that we be af 
forded an opportunity to be present and to be heard on any consideration given 
to the proposal. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. CameEnon Burton, President 


BY JOSEPH (, 







STATEMENT IN BEHALF OF HOTEL ASSOCIATION OF WASHINGTON, I). C,, 
McGarRAGHY, COUNSEL 


At the public hearing on the public works program for the District of Columbia, 
one witness, testifying as an individual, recommended that a tax of 5 percent be 
imposed on hotel transient rooms. This item is not in the Commissioners’ pro 
gram nor is it understood to have any official support. 

There could be no more inopportune time than the present for the imposition 
of such a tax. 

There was a decline of 13 percent in hotel-room occupancy in the District of 
Columbia in 1953 as compared with 1951. Guest days representing individual 
patronage declined 17 percent in 1953 as compared with 1951. In other words 
17 percent less persons used hotels in Washington in 1953 than in 1951. 

The business of accommodating visitors to the Nation’s Capital is the second 
largest industry in Washington. The only greater revenue producer is the Gov 
ernment itself. 
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According to estimates by the Fifth Federal Reserve District, the tourist and 
convention revenue for the District of Columbia amounts to approximately 
$225 million per annum. 

All of this is new dollars brought into Washington and spent here bolstering 
the economy of this eity. 

About 25 percent of this revenue is spent in the hotels and 75 percent is spent 
elsewhere in the community. Most of these expenditures are now subject to the 
2 percent sales tax. It is essential that this business be maintained and any 
substantial curtailment in this revenue would materially reduce proceeds from 
the sales tax now in effect. 

The tourist and convention groups constitute the backbone of this second largest 
industry to Washington. They are the subject of keen competition between 
cities. At no time in recent years have they been as price conscious as they are 
at the present time. Any increase in hotel room rates would be a serious obstacle 
in obtaining this business for the District of Columbia. 

The hotels are now exerting every effort to bring new business to Washington. 
Their sales departments are actively soliciting business. They are putting into 
effect family rate plans and other inducements to bring visitors to Washington. 
All of this effort would be wasted if the price of hotel acommodations is increased 
by an increase in the tax on transient rooms. 

This tax is not against the hotels but against people from all over the country 
visiting Washington. 

It would be a tax on the many school parties which are urged to come to 
Washington as a part of their education and other patriotic and civie groups 
visiting Washington because of its being the Nation’s Capital. 

The hotels offer no objection to the Commissioner’s program including in- 
creases in taxes which will be felt directly and paid by the hotels. 

At a time when the hote!s and the business interests of Washington and the 
organized groups such as the Greater National Capital Committee are bending 
every effort to stem further decrease in business which has been manifested over 
the past year, we earnestly urge against any tax which would be certain to result 
in an acceleration of this declining market. 





AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF SocIAL WoRKERs, 
DisTaict Or COLUMBIA CHAPTER, 
Washington, D. C., January 30, 1954 
Hon. JOSEPH P. O'HARA, 
Chairman, Fiscal Affairs Subcommittee, 
House District Committee, Washington, D. ¢ 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN O’HarRA: The District of Columbia chapter, American 
Association of Social Workers, has watched with keen interest the developments 
concerning the proposed public works program in the District. We have been 
interested in the hearings on-this praposal being conducted by your subcommittee 
and would like to have our views known to the subcommittee and included in the 
record. 

Our chapter, with more than 400 members, is the largest social work member- 
ship organization in the District. Our members work in practically every local 
public and private social agency and thus have had a firsthand opportunity to 
know the pressing needs of our recreational, health, correctional, and welfare 
institutions in the District. We believe that immediate steps must be taken— 
throngh the tax methods stated in the public works bill or other financing 
methods—to enlarge and restore the public institutions. Those citizens who, 
because of illness, dependency, age, personality defects, ete., require institutional 
care, should be given proper living conditions and such special services as are 
needed. You said at the hearings that the crowded conditions in our public 
institutions are a disgrace to the District. We agree with you and we think, 
also, that when planning for institutions is being undertaken, it should include 
space for healthful living conditions and space for educational, recreational, and 
rehabilitative facilities. 

We would like to comment speeifically on some of the proposals in the public 
works program: 

The Receiving Home: Additional living space is an immediate requirement 
here. The present building was planned for 43 children and there are twice this 
number and sometimes more at this time. Dependent and delinquent children 
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and those charged with criminal offenses are thrown together. There is no 
space for recreational and vocational programs. This home as presently used is 
a breeding ground for spreading delinquency. 

District of Columbia Training School at Lanrel: The District always has a 
large backlog of feebleminded children waiting for admission to this school which 
needs a schood building, infirmary cottages, a warehouse, and utility building. 

Home for the Aged at Blue Plains: The capacity of this home should be 
increased hy providing two dormitories to replace the present antiquated building. 

District General Hospital: We are particularly conceruédabout.the need for 
a new tuberculosis building here. About 900 new cases of tuberculosis are found 
in the District each year and some 300 patients are on the waiting list for bed 
care. Also, the general hospital needs a psychiatric building and a new operat- 
ing suite. 

Health centers: Four new health centers are needed. A new building for the 
Northwest Health Center should be started immediately. It is located in an over- 
populated area of the city where there is a high incidence of tuberculosis and 
venereal disease and a high maternal and infant death rate. The services of 
this center should be expanded as soon as space permits. 

The whole gamut of needs of our institutions should be filled through carrying 
out the proposals in the public works bill. We urge you and your committee 
members to support it by recommending it to the House District Committee and 
by working for its passage in the Congress. 

Yours sincerely, 
Hester G. Srou 
Mrs. Hester G. Stoll, 
Chairman, 
Public Relations Committee on D.C. Area Affairs 


ENDORSEMENT OF THE PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM RY THE TWENTIETH CENTURY CLUB 


The Twentieth Century Club, a women’s club of over 500 members, long in- 
terested in civic affairs, strongly endorses, by vote of its members, the proposed 
public works program and urges its prompt passage by Congress. 

We note that the plan includes tax and rate increases for residents of the 
District of Columbia, a $9 million increase in the Federal contribution, and full 
payment by the Federal Government for water and sewer services supplied to 
them. We recognize and approve these measures and stress particularly the 
need for increased Federal contribution to the District budget. 

We recommend that a copy of this endorsement be sent to each of the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia and to the respective chairmen in the 
Senate and House of Representatives of committees that deal with the affairs of 
the District of Columbia 

Respectfully submitted. 

LENORE W. SMITH, 
Chairman of the Legislative Committee 


STATEMENT APPROVING THE District or CoLUMBIA PuBLIC Works ProGRAM By 
THE PALISADES CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION REPRESENTED By JAMES F. O'DONNELL 


The Palisades Citizens’ Association embraces the area from Foxhall Road to 
the District line, and from the Potomac River to Loughborough Road, and is 
bounded on the north by the American University Park and Wesley Heights 
Associations. 

The Palisades Association has a total of 2,271 paid members, represents 1,266 
families in the area, and includes about 80 percent of all homeowning property 
owners in the neighborhood. 

Within the last 2 years, three regular meetings of the association have been 
devoted to this program, a special committee has studied it exhaustively, and 
the executive committee has reviewed the studies and findings of the special 
committee. The association has had both strong proponents and opponents 
appear before it on the public works program. Brigadier General Prentiss, 
Engineer Commissioner of the District, outlined the plan in detail and explained 
the taxes and assessments which would be increased. Mr. John Nolen, Director 
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of the National Capital Planning Commission, appeared opposing certain parts 
of the highway program and explaining the Planning Commission’s counter- 
proposals. 

Accordingly, the members of the association having had some time to study 
and consider the public works program, adopted, at its regular monthly meeting 
held on January 5, 1954, the following motion, without objection: 

“That the Palisades Citizens’ Association endorse in principle the $306.4 
million public works program of the District of Columbia, provided the Federal 
Government contributes the additional $90 million per year.” 


SUBMITTED BY COLMAN B. Stern ON BEHALF oF District oF CoLUMBIA MENTAL 
HEALTH ASSOCIATION 


The officers and board of directors of the District of Columbia Mental Health 
Association believe that the proposed public works program should be enacted 
by the Congress. It was developed over a long period of time by citizens and 
local officials intimately acquainted with District needs. We believe it is sound 
and workable. 

We support this plan because the lack of decent facilities has already dam- 
aged the lives and mental health of countless people, especially children, in 
this city. For only one example, overcrowded classrooms mean that the pre- 
ventable emotional difficulties of individual children are too often overlooked 
until they become serious mental disorders, sometimes resulting in juvenile de 
linquency. (In 1951 school officials said there were 2,000 children with serious 
mental disorders. ) 

It is not my purpose to attempt to dramatize the grim conditions now exist 
ing; countless reports and newspaper stories have done so more than ade- 
quately. Suffice it is to say that the penalty we will pay for vacillation in 
meeting the needs for plant and equipment will be much greater, in monetary 
terms, than the miscellaneous taxes called for in this bill and much greater, in 
human terms, than the crop of juvenile delinquents we are reaping at present 
largely because of inadequate attention to the people’s mental health needs. 


STATEMENT OF THE CHESAPEAKE AND POTOMAC TELEPHONE Co. With ReEsPEcT TO 


TITLe XV or H.R. 7389 INSorar As Ir ExTENDS THE DIsTRict oF COLUMBIA SALES 
Tax To LocaL TELEPHONE SERVICE 


On behalf of its subscribers, the Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Co 
wishes to submit its views as to the extension of the District of Columbia sales 
tax to amounts paid for local telephone service. 

This will add more than $400,000 a year to the already disproportionate tax 
burden borne by subscribers to telephone service. Even without this addition, 
telephone service carries a heavier tax than any service or product other 
than liquor and tobacco. 

When the District of Columbia sales tax was first enacted, in 1949, Congress 
gave careful consideration to applying it to telephone service but determined 
that it would be unfair to superimpose an additional tax on top of the burdens 
already borne by telephone users. The considerations which led to this decision 
are no less weighty today than they were then. 

Congress already imposes a special excise on telephone service, amounting in 
the case of local service to 15 percent of the customer's bill. There is no Fed- 
eral excise tax at all on electricity or gas or any other utility service which is 
now subject to the District of Columbia sales tax. 

A 15 percent sales tax rate is extremely severe. It is 7% times the rate which 
Congress has placed on sales of. gas and electricity in the District of Columbia. 
If the sales tax is imposed on top of this 15 percent tax, Congress will be requir 
ing telephone users to pay 17 percent as compared with the 2 percent paid by 
users of gas and electricity. The fact that the proceeds are used for national 
purposes, rather than merely for District purposes, does not make the load 
any lighter or the discrimination any less glaring. The customer is concerned 
not with where the money goes but who it comes from. 
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The Federal excise tax on local telephone service was first imposed in 1941 
at the rate of 6 percent. It was increased to 10 percent in 1942 and to 15 percent 
in 1944. It was originally enacted on a temporary basis but was extended in- 
definitely by the Excise Tax Act of 1947. It was intended primarily to discour- 
age the use of telephone service during wartime. In spite of the disappearance 
of this reason for its existence, the tax still persists. 

A Gallup poll taken in 1953 by the American Institute of Public Opinion placed 
the telephone excise at the head of the list of taxes most disliked by the public. 
An excerpt from the Washington Post giving this list is attached, Another 
recent public poll made by Opinion Research Corp, placed local telephone service 
first and long-distance calls second in a list of services and commodities which 
the public thought should not be taxed at all or on which the tax should be low- 
ered. 

The National Association of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners has long 
recognized and taken a strong stand a¢ainst the unfairness of the Federal 
excise tax on telephone service. As chairman of the Special Committee on 
the Effect of Taxes on Utility Rates, Commissioner Justus F. Craemer of Cali- 
fornia reported at its 1952 convention that 

“It is your committee’s considered opinion that the tax discrimination against 
telephone users is grossly unfair and should be called to the attention of the 
Congress * * *” 

It is respectfully submitted that the imposition of this tax would further 
discriminate against telephone users. 


[THE WASHINGTON Post, SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1953 


THE GALLUP POLL 
Pustic Most Irriratrev py Tax ON PHONE CALLS, Ratt Tickets 


Princeton, N. J., September 25.—The special excise taxes on telephone calls 
and on railroad tickets are the two types of excise tax which the general public 
dislikes the most, judging by results of a nationwide survey by the American In- 
stitute of Public Opinion. 

The levy on cosmetics and toilet preparations ranks next in order of dislike, 
followed by the tax on telegrams, movie tickets, and women’s purses and handbags. 

Approximately 4 out of every 10 adults (39 percent) named the telephone tax 
as the most irritating one, which was more than twice the 17 percent naming the 
railroad ticket tax.’ 

Utility companies and other mdustries, particularly the movie industry, whose 
services or products carry an excise tax have pressed for tax relief. 

The 25 percent tax on long-distance telephone calls and 15 percent surcharge 
on local service, as well as the 15 percent transportation tax, are levies that were 
imposed during World War II to discourage use of these faciilties. 

In his pocket veto of the bill to exempt motion pictures from the 20 percent 
Federal admissions tax, President Eisenhower noted that it would have been 
unfair to single out one industry for relief. 

To determine which excise taxes paid directly by the consumer are the most 
irritating or annoying, the institute prepared a list of certain items carrying 
these levies and sounded national opinion among adults on the following question : 

“During World War II the Government put a special tax ranging from 15 
percent to 25 percent on such things as jewelry, furs, movie tickets, railroad 
tickets, ete. Which one of the taxes do you personally dislike the most?” 

The list, ranked in order of frequency of mention, is given below: 


1. Telephone calls 

2. Railroad tickets 

}. Cosmetics, toilet preparations 
4. Telegrams 

5. Movie tickets 

3. Women’s purses, handbags 


* The institute survey in 1950 found that telegrams and telephone calls, with 22 percent 
of the vote, ranked second in disfavor to baby ofl and baby powder, with 24 percent. 
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7. Sports tickets 

&. Jewelry 

9. Men’s wallets 

10. Luggage 

11. Night club tickets 

12. Furs 
Women questioned in the survey gave somewhat different answers from men, 
As might be expected, more women than men expressed dislike for the tax on 

cosmetics and toilet preparations and women’s purses and handbags. 

Following is the way the women ranked the list: 


WOMEN 
. Telephone calls 
2. Cosmetics, toilet preparations 
3. Women’s purses, handbags 
. Railroad tickets 
. Telegrams 
3. Movie tickets 
. Jewelry 
. Men’s wallets 
9. Furs 
10. Luggage 
11. Sports tickets 
12. Night club tickets 


‘And here is the men’s list : 


Telephone calls 

Railroad tickets 
Telegrams 

Movie tickets 

Cosmetics, toilet preparations 
Sports tickets 

Women’s purses, handbags 
8. Jewelry 

9. Men’s wallets 

10. Night club tickets 

11. Luggage 

12. Furs 


An institute survey in March 1950 found that the excise tax then being levied 
on baby oil and baby powder was the one disliked the most.’ 
Congress later repealed the excise tax on the baby products." 
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CENTRAL-NORTHWEST CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 21, 1954. 
Mr. Ropert C. ALBROOK, 
Clerk, Committee on the District of Columbia, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ALBROOK: The Central Northwest Citizens Association in regular 
meeting in the Garnet-Patterson Junior High School Building Tuesday evening, 
January 19, 1954, voted unanimous approval of the District of Columbia long- 
range public works program, in principle, with request that the association be 
permitted to appear by representation if public hearings should be granted by 
the Congress. The local press has announced that the joint fiscal subcommittee 
of the Senate and House of Representatives will hold such public hearings be- 
ginning next Tuesday. If this is true, will you please be so kind as to permit 
the Central Northwest Citizens Association to be heard generally in support 
of the measure. 

Sincerely, 
Woo.sey W, HALL, President. 
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THE VAN Ness ScHoo. PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 26, 1954. 
‘THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS, 
Washington, D. C. 

MEMBERS OF THE CONGRESS: The Van Ness Parent-Teacher Association takes 
pleasure in endorsing in principle and method the public works program for 
the District of Columbia. While we are greatly aware of the need for numerous 
construction items and urgently support them, our primary concern as parents 
is with construction of schools and provisions for additional teachers that will 
result from this proposed program. 

Specifically, we would urge that some appropriation from this program be 
used in the first year for construction of a new Van Ness School. The last 
Congress, recognizing the urgency of our case, was good enough to appropriate 
funds for plans and specifications. Our need is of such urgency that any addi- 
tional delay in construction of the new plant would render our facilities so 
inadequate that a proper educational program could not be carried on. 

We would strongly urge if at all possible that some funds derived from this 
project be set aside to employ 30 teachers in our Negro schools to teach retarded 
children, in addition to two psychologists. These recommendations were made 
by our Superintendent of Schools and represent a minimum approach if we are 
serious in our desire to eliminate juvenile delinquency. 

Increased taxes on liquors, cigarettes and other luxury items to adequately 
provide a sound education for young people seems to us a sound investment and 
rather inconsequential when we think of values to be derived. 

We consider the public works program as vital to a continuing development 
of our national capital and heartily endorse it both in principle and method. 

Respectfully yours, 
EstHer T. Cansis, President. 


WASHINGTON 8, ID. C.. February 4, 1954. 
Hon. JosepH P,. O'HARA, 
Chairman, Fiseal Affairs Subcommittee, 
House District of Columbia Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear Str: It will be appreciated if you will include the following brief out- 
line in the records of your committee, representing my views in otposition to 
placing bays or inserts at bus stops, also the widening of upper Connecticut 
Avenue, to facilitate vehicular traffic, as part of the currently proposed District 
of Columbia public works program : 

The contemplated cutting of the sidewalks and removal of trees, incident to 
providing two additional traffic lanes, will increase the annoyance and disturb- 
ance for many persons directly living on this street, due to the noise and fumes 
that even now are most objectionable, to say nothing of the cracked walls 
attributable to the vibrations from the heavy bus and truck traffic. 

Furthermore, bus bays would mar the symmetry of a nationally known beauti- 
ful street and leave the appearance of a patch-work job all the way from 
Calvert Street to Chevy Chase Circle, which eventually would eall for similar 
cutting of the entire length of the street between these points, not just at bus 
locations, 

I have observed the traffic now moving past our building between 7: 15 a. m. 
and 7:45 a. m., also regularly use the bus after 8 a. m. and at various times 
in the evenings, and fail to find any dense load of traffic or exceptional delays— 
this regardless of the increased car counts claimed by the District of Columbia 
Highway Department ; in fact, it is not often I hear horn blowing by impatient 
southbound motorists. 

It seems to me, in this instance, our local Government officials are inclined to 
spend a lot of money and burden the District of Columbia taxpayers, for a 
decade or more, in favoring the Maryland suburbanites living in some other 
place than the District of Columbia. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Yours very truly, 


r 


Ropert T. KIRKLAND. 





PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 705 


To the Joint Congressional Committee on the District of Columbia Public-Works 
Program: 

The executive committee of the Orr School PTA respectfully asks that the 
following statement be made a part of the record of hearings on the proposed 
public-works program for the District of Columbia. 

Despite its terrific cost to the community, the proposed public-works program 
for the District of Columbia was unanimously endorsed on Monday, February 1, 
by the executive committee of the Orr School PTA. In endorsing the program, 
our committee is aware of the need for replacement and new construction in 
many fields; we are especially concerned about those of education and welfare. 

Our committee is also aware of the city’s financial plight, attributable (a) to 
the failure of the Federal Government to pay for services received and to estab- 
lish a formula for payment in lieu of taxes on its tremendous real-estate holdings, 
and (b) to the failure of Maryland and Virginia to pay a compensatory share of 
the costs and maintenance of those District facilities—water supply, sewerage, 
bridge—which they use. 

With regard to (a), Senator Olin D. Johnston of South Carolina said on the 
Senate floor on March 2, 1953: “The Federal payment is not a subsidy. It is not 
a grant-in-aid. Rather, it is a payment that the Federal Government owes to the 
municipal government for services performed during the year.” He then went 
into considerable detail as to causes underlying the District’s financial condition ; 
this record of hearing should include his enlightening analysis. 

To quote Senator Johnston again : “In 1951 District residents paid an average of 
$128.61 in city taxes .. . the highest per capita rate recorded in any big Ameri- 
can ‘city .. . twice the national average ($61). District tax collections have 
jumped more than 210 percent in the last 10 years. We know now that the District 
of Columbia has tapped its last major reservoir of revenue. I am speaking of 
the sales tax. We know now that any further increase in taxes, especially in 
real estate rates, would cause more people and more businesses to move beyond 
the District borders. We know now that the taxpayers of Washington have 
all the burdens they can carry.” 

We agree heartily with Senator Johnston on the effects of an increase in the 
real-estate tax rate; it would increase the present rate of exodus of the stable 
element of the population to the suburbs and correspondingly lower the District’s 
realty tax intake. The increased water rate and the imposition of a sewer tax, 
both already proposed in the financing program, would add heavily to the burden 
of the property owner and an increased real-estate rate would be intolerable. 
As consumers moved to the suburbs, businesses would follow and the sales tax 
income would drop. 

Members of your committee have also had the suggesticn that the sales tax be 
increased to 3 percent. This, too, would work a hardship on business in that 
more purchasers would fill their needs outside the District, as many already are 
doing with only a 2-percent tax. 

To add even the 2-percent tax to the cost of food and drugs, another suggestion, 
would be to charge improvements to those least able to pay, including those living 
on small pensions or on relief. The suggested lowering of income tax exemptions 
likewise would react against those in the lower brackets. If Federal salaries 
should be increased this. year to compensate for the climb in the cost of living 
since 1951, little relief would be afforded those living in the District if any of 
these suggested taxes should be imposed; only those living in the suburbs would 
then benefit from any salary increase. 

We realize that certain of the taxes in the proposed financing plan are obnoxious 
to individuals and special interests, but believe that they or perhaps one or two 
other types such as increased taxes on banks and hotel rooms would least affect 
those in the lowest income group. 

We therefore endorse the plan proposed by the District of Columbia Commis 
sioners and supported by the President and the Budget Bureau as sound psycho- 
logically, believing that increases such as it recommends would have the least 
demoralizing effect on the community. We do, however, most strongly urge that 
the Congress understake a serious study of its responsibility to the District and 
of the costs of services to Maryland and Virginia now borne by the District, 
and set up formulas relieving District taxpayers of unwarranted burdens. 

Respectfully yours, 
MARIAN P. DorreELi 
Mrs. Russell Dorrell, 
President. 
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SupPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF JOHN R. SEARLES TO THE SENATE AND House 
District OF COLUMBIA COMMITTEES ON THE PROPOSED PusLic WorKs PROGRAM 
FOR THE District oF COLUMBIA 


One item of interest which was not mentioned in the statement of Mr. John 
Remon, Chairman of the District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, 
or in my own statement, in our testimony before your joint hearing on January 29, 
was the effect which our redevelopment program will have on the tax revenues 
of the District of Columbia. 

This effect will be one of substantially increasing tax revenues in redevelop- 
ment areas to the extent that the projected deficit in the District budget may 
be minimized. At the present time we are proceeding with the clearance of 
slum properties in southwest redevelopment project area B. The present 
assessed valuation of these properties is slightly in excess of $2.4 million. The 
taxes produced are approximately $52,000 per year. 

The value of privately owned properties in the area after redevelopment will 
be between $12 and $15 millions. The new tax revenues when the rebuilding 
is completed probably in July of 1955 will range between $250,000 and $400,000. 
Actually this project makes a relatively poor showing from a tax increase 
standpoint because of the large amount of publicly owned tax-exempt property 
which will be in the area after rebuilding. These publicly owned parcels in- 
clude a health center, a junior high school with a large recreation area, and 
a large segment of the Southwest Throughway. The tax increase still will 
be between 500 and 700 percent. 

Within 5 years we expect that the entire southwest area lying between the 
railroad tracks and Fort McNair and South Capital Street and llth Street. 
will have been redeveloped. The area outside of project B is presently assessed 
at approximately $20 millions. The total tax revenue produced by the area 
therefor is something over $400,000. Present proposals which are now before 
our Agency for rebuilding by private enterprise of most of the rest of the area 
include new construction amounting to approximately $200 millions, The taxes 
on the area after redevelopment therefore would be approximately $4 millions 
or 10 times the current yield. 

In summary it is a conservative estimate that when the overall redevelopment 
of the southwest, the first major project in our redevelopment program is com- 
pleted, the District will enjoy approximately $4 million more in tax revenues 
from the area alone. This is quite apart from the increase in business taxes 
and income taxes which should be a concomitant of the redevelopment operation. 

Further it is expected that within a 5-year period redevelopment will have 
started in other slum and blighted areas in the city. It is possible therefore 
that the increase in real-estate tax revenues due to redevelpoment alone in 
the next 10 vears may more than offset any projected deficits in the revenue 
projections submitted by the District Commissioners to your committee. The 
effect of redevelopment on taxes was not included in the Commissioners 
estimates, 

In support of this statement we attach a study prepared by the Pennsylvania 
Economy League on the effect of the Golden Triangle project in Pittsburgh on 
the tax revenues of that city. This project, started some years ago, is now 
practically complete and a relatively definite estimate can now be made of the 
effect of that project on the Pittsburgh revenue situation. 


WasHinaton 5, D. C., February 4, 1954. 
Hon. Jos. P. O'HARA, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear ConGRESSMAN: I have made a considerable study of the tax problem 
of the District of Columbia, as I have been a delegate to the Federation of 
Citizens Association of the District of Columbia for 12 years, and served 2. terms 
as president of it. I am a member of its executive board and have been for 
10 years. 

The present pending public works program before Congress has demonstrated 
some very forcible facts, that ought to help us all, citizens associations and 
Congress, in arriving at a just conclusion. It should be an easy matter to place 
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many of those facts beyond any dispute. For instance, it should be easy to 
determine the relationship of taxpayers in the District of Columbia to taxpeyers 
in the various States. This comparison should not be made upon the basis of 
the percent used in determining the tax payable, but upon a comparison of the 
actual tax paid in dollars and cents upon comparable property. The method 
of assessment in the various States is so different, each using a different method 
of valuing, that using the percentage used is of no value. 

The people of Washington allege that we are already paying the highest 
real-estate tax in the country. That should be easy of ascertainment. I pay 
on a 2-story shelf, 20 feet wide, and 95 feet deep, a dollar tax of $150, and with 
the proposed sewer and water tax added will pay around $180. I own a farm 
in Kansas, 50 miles directly west of Wichita a quarter section of good Kansas 
land, and pay slightly less than $50 per year, $49.82 last year, and that bas 
taxes for school district, township, county, and State included in this total 
amount. 

There is another factor that enters into our total tax problem, and it is an 
esthetic one. In order to keep this the most beautiful city in the world, we 
limit the height of business buildings to 12 stories, which keeps the assessed 
and actual value of our business at a low figure as compared with downtown 
areas of Chicago, New York, Philadelphia, which have skyscrapers producing a 
large volume of tax money, as their income return will justify such taxes. Ours 
will not. 

Again we are limited in square-mile of.area to 6 by 10 miles known as the 
District of Columbia, while Chicago, Philidelphia, and New York, can spread 
their tax district unlimited by space. If we could take into Washington the 
entire area which lends to our tax burden, we could do much additional toward 
solving our problem. The metropolitan area outside of the District of Columbia 
contains a larger population than does the District, yet this outside population 
comparatively speaking, all works and makes its living in Washington, wears 
out our streets, and other facilities, makes additional bridges necessary, and yet 
contribute not one dime to its support, except what they pay in sales tax, and 
that is fast leaving us. 

The people of this District of Columbia, who bear the burden of the entire 
metropolitan area, are now paying all the tax they can afford to pay, and any 
additional taxes levied upon them will drive larger numbers of them from 
the District into the outlying areas of Maryland and Virginia, where they will 
live and pay less taxes, and still make their living in Washington. They will 
also contribute to the wear and tear on our District facilities, and pay nothing 
toward their maintenance and repair. 

So, my dear Congressman, it is the problem to find the comparison of tax con- 
tribution of the people of the District of Columbia on a dollar-for-dollar basis, 
und then come up with an answer to our fiscal problem in Washington. It can- 
not be found in adding to our tax>burden,.as people are fast selling out and 
abandoning this sinking ship as it is. Living conditions here are not conducive 
to white people staying in the District now, and this tax burden will simply 
aggravate it. 

The Federal Government owns approximately 47 percent of the land area of 
the District now. Congress has exempted 5 percent more of it to churches, edu- 
cational institutions, etc., which only leaves 48 percent of 60 square miles which 
is taxable. This is the Capital of the United States, not the capital of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, as some Congressman seem to think. It is necessary, if the 
National Capital is to remain here, that some private citizen taxpapers inhabit 
it. Or is it? They could all move into Maryland and Virginia, and even have 
their offices and places of business there, as is now occurring in many instances, 
and still make their living in the District and pay their taxes in Maryland or 
Virginia. You ought to investigate and see how many of such we have now. 
It has to be when the metropolitan area outside of District of Columbia has a 
population of about 1,2000,000, while the District has 800,000. 

So what is the answer. The Federal Government is responsible for the Capi 
tal being here, yet does nothing toward maintaining it. I say nothing, as $10 
million of a $150 million is so little it is disgraceful. The Federal Government 
owns almost half the area of D. C., and owns the most valuable buildings 
in it, and yet does not even pay the full cost of the water it uses and contributes 
nothing to the sewer cost. 
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What I am leading up to is this. You know now, from an examination of the 
fiscal condition of the District, that we are busted, and at the limit of the tax 
ability of the people of Washington. They will bear no greater tax burden; 
they will move out in far greater numbers than they are doing now. You can- 
not force an unjust burden on Americans, England tried that once, and got the 
Loston Tea Party as their pay. Farmers in the Middle West were oppressed 
by low prices and debt, and they walked into court where foreclosures were be 
ing held with shotguns and squirrel rifles, and saved their homes. It is too 
ad easy to move out of this 6-by-10 miles to put up with tyranny in taxation 
You know that the District is at the end of its tax string now. It cannot make 
these needed public nnprovements on its present resources, and lending us the 
money does not solve our problem. 

There is just one solution, and no other: Congress must assume 50 percent 
of the entire cost of operating the District of Columbia, capital improvement, 
maintenance, upkeep, wages, and everything else, or you had just as well junk 
this sinking ship before it gets any further into debt. In western Kansas, my 
home State, we have a small city known as Ulysses, Kans. It got into the 
early Kansas boom, and voted bonds that it ultimately could not pay, so one night 
Saturday and Sunday, when an injunction could not be procured they moved 
every building, all frame, 2 miles westward, and established New Ulysses, Kans,, 
and it is there today. Go look atit. It is a good lesson of what overburdened 
taxpayers did. and what they could do again. 

There is no answer to the present Washington dilemma, but for the Federal 
Government to assume its 50 percent share of the District burden, and do it now 
before we get any further involved than we are now. If Congress had kept its 
word, established by solemn legislative enactment a quarter of a century ago, 
we would not have had this present $305 million deficit. We are behind just 
what you lacked in keeping your word, 

People are already deserting this District: business is moving into the States 
near us, as witness Woodward & Lothrop in Bethesda, Hecht’s in Silver Spring 
and Arlington, Jelleff in Silver Spring, and see the great Safeway, Food Fair, 
just over the line in Maryland and Virginia. Negroes’ moving into white areas 
is causing hundreds to leave the District, and while you say that should not be, 
yet it is, and when Negroes move into an area everyone else moves out as fast 
as they can sell. That has reduced the buying power of the District and caused 
other business to leave here. You cannot compel people to live where it is not 
congenial either. 

So, if you do not want to assume this fair share of the burden, then let us 
move the Capital somewhere else and start over on a different basis, You will 
have it left on your hands anyway, as white people will not stay, and pay ex 
orbitant taxes. 

I hope you will give this matter serious consideration, as it is easy to estab- 
lish every fact that I have detailed here to you. All you need to do is to take 
a trip over the city, and see what the conditions are. Go out into the suburban 
areas, and see the magnitude of these areas, and talk to the people there, and 
find out why they are there instead of the District of Columbia. Ask them 
where they work. and what they do. Look at our downtown area, and see the 
local business deserting it for suburban Arlington and Alexandria, Va., and 
Silver Spring, Takoma Park, and Bethesda, Md., and get the reason for this. 
Learn that there are areas in this city in which you would not walk after 
dark because of danger, and some in which you would not walk in the daytime. 
See what element is creating this condition, and maybe you can help us solve it 

You say Home Rule, and I’ll tell you we do not want it, as you cannot delegate 
to us the power we need, and which you have. You amend the Constitution, 
so we can raise and appropriate our own tax money, and negotiate with you 
for your share of the burden, and make you pay for facilities which you use, 
and we might be interested. But when we have no power to raise and spend 
revenue without the supervision of Congress, we prefer not to have an empty 
shell called Home Rule. You give us all the power and authority the State 
of Maryland has, and we will talk to you, but we do not want to be a stepchild 
of Congress. That is what we are now. I say, you should govern the District 
of Columbia directly yourself. By a joint committee of Congress; raise the 
money and spend it, fix the budget, levy the taxes, regulate water and sewer 
facilities, and the cost thereof, and you will make the ends meet somehow, As 
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it is we have to balance a budget and then have it revised by the Bureau of 
the Budget, and again by Congress, and then the money appropriated by you, 
and it does not make sense. You do your share and we will have a fine city. 
Thanking you for taking your valuable time, as I want you to know our side, 
as you seem to approach this question sanely. 
Sincerely yours, 
Joun H, CONNAUGHTON, 
Attorney at Law. 


STATEMENT OF Mr. KENNETH GILLESPIE 


HEALTH SCHOOI 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Kenneth Gillespie 
I um appearing here today as president of the Parents and Teachers Association 
of the Health School of the District of Columbia. The Health School is a special 
publie school for physically handicapped children. 

I wish to speak more specifically than the gentlemen who have preceded me 
because the problem of the Washington schools for the handicapped is a case in 
point when speaking of our inadequate financial setup. These schools are not 
provided with certain facilities which are provided in the regular schools. 

Vocational training, for example, is provided for the regular children but not 
for the handicapped. 

Kindergarten and high school are provided for regular children but not for 
the handicapped. And the same is true as to classes for slow learners. 

Apparently, the reason for this situation is simply an oversight. I say this 
because I feel sure that no one who understands the situation would seriously 
contend that the regular schools need vocational training more than the handi- 
capped. Probably the reverse is true for a normal child can usually enter the 
labor market with a minimum of education and achieve some degree of success. 
The handicapped must be trained vocationally or professionally to be acceptable. 

However, once an error has been made it is not easy to correct. And I can 
see no other reason for this error not being corrected except that our fiseal system 
was inadequate to make an adjustment. It is for this reason that we wish to go 
on record in support of H. R. 7389 in order that we may adopt broader and more 
flexible fiscal policies. 

Regardless of the particular financial system employed, however, there is abso- 
lutely no saving in economizing in education especially in the special education 
for handicapped. This is borne out by the experience of many cities. 

Chicago, for example, pays a pension to handicapped. Through a program of 
training, however, many of these handicapped people obtained employment— 
some of which were highly remunerative. As a result the handicapped paid back 
to the city in the form of taxes more than was formerly paid to them in pensions. 

Lansing, Mich., saves more annually through educating the handicapped than 
we are asking for the entire construction of the Health School addition. 

The status of special education in the District of Columbia is clearly shown 
by a survey conducted by the Health School PTA in 1953. 

Out of the 50 large cities studied 42 had less pupils per classroom than Wash- 
ington ; 36 had less pupils per teacher than Washington; 34 had either kinder- 
garten or nursery school or both; 36 started classes at a lower age than Wash- 
ington ; 19 provided special education to a higher age than Washington; all had 
more handicapped pupils enrolled per population ; and all but five provided more 
educational facilities than Washington. 

I submit for the record the complete compilation of this survey from which 
the above facts are derived. The position of the heavy line indicates the position 
of Washington in comparison to other cities. 
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COMPARISON OF EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES FOR THE PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED CHILDREN OF 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WITH LARGE CITIES OF THE UNITED STATES 


-——Number of classrooms——. 
Popu- Ele- No. Pupils 
City and State lation Nurs- Kinder- men- Second teach- No per Min. Max. Rat- 
(thous.) Total ery garten tary ary ers pupils teacher age age 
a) q@2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (D (8) (> <«0) «i> (2) 


116 22 «109 1900 ‘17% 21 


Philadelphia, Pa. .. 59 1 59 781 13% 21 
Los Angeles, Calif.* 50 15 1340 (*18 HS 
Detroit, Mich."* 34 57 670 20 21 
Baltimore, Md. 44 37 657 18 16 
Cleveland, Ohio’ 15 15 270 18 18 
St. Louis, Mo.’ .......--. 857 12 ll 250 20 20 
WASHINGTON, D.C.’ -. 802 5 5% 0 18 


San Prancisco, Cali " 35 15 10 
Miami, Fila 10 13 12 
Buffalo and Erie, N.Y. ... 730 38 59 15 
Milwaukee, Wis.’ ....... 637 12 12 24 
Houston, Tex.’ 9 9 12 
Minneapolis, Minn.’ .... 550 12 12 . Bs 
Seattle, Wash 16 P 9 
San» Antonio, Tex. ...... 455 9 14 
Dallas, Tex 6 15 
Denver, Colo." 11 

Columbus, Ohio 7 23 
San Diego, Calif.’ _...... 400 8 15 
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12 10 
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8 13 
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Louisville, Ky 
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Omaha, Nebr. 
Youngstown, Ohio 
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Syracuse, N. Y 

Norfolk, Va. 

Grand Rapids, Mich. .... 212 

Tacoma, Wash. -....... 200 

Mobile, Ala 

Hartford, Conn 

Nashville, Tenn. 

Witt, Mich. ............ 165 

Spukane, Wash. 

Fresno, Calif. .......... 160 

Bridgeport, Conn. 

Sacramento, Calif. 

Chattanooga, Tenn. 

Knoxville, Tenn. -- 

South Bend, Ind. ....... 130 
44 Stockton, Calif. ........ 125 

. 4 112 

Reading, Pa.’ 

Allentown, Pa." ......... 104 

Duluth, Minn. .......... 104 

Huntington, W. Va. ..... 87 
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‘ Orthopedically handicapped only bia. for each “column other factors being correspondin, y 

? Calculated from other data equal. The irregular line labeled “actual” indicates the 

* Ineludes home and hoxpital cases District of Columbia for each column 

* Figures in column 13 represent ratings of cities according lt rm: * the number of figures in each 
to the number of the following items of space provided, viz avorable than the D. C. figure 
(a) kindergarten, (b) secondary, (c) vocational, and (d) sepa- b pis, Sere are 42 cities with less pupils 
rate classes for atypical children. Those with none of these items A rated 
are rated “O"; those with at least one item are rated “1”, ete. . "eee < 

Blanks indicate insufficient data f 

s 1 “0 > the 
Cities aré listed in order of ulation. The are, given are og olor 

stra ene be morisontal line labeled “Norm” indicates - rating roe prefe — hamanggrticqneyy soues 0 or las 
which would be normally expected of the District of Colum- Washington < data include Divisions 1 and 2. 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE DisTRICT oF COLUMBIA, 
Washington 6, D. C., February 8, 1954. 
The Hon. JosePu P. O'HARA, 
House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. O'HARA: The District of Columbia League of Women Voters is deeply 
concerned with the proposed District of Columbia public works program. At our 
hoard meeting today, the league reaffirmed its support of the Commissioners’ 
plan as embodied in H. R. 7389. 

This action was taken following a report te the board from a member who 
participated in the citizens’ group meeting held last week in the office of Mr. 
Joseph A. Kaufman, in order to clarify the league’s stand em the public works 
proposals. 

Sincerely yours, 
HELEN B. LATIMER, 
Mrs. John F. Latimer, 
President. 


Press RELEASE OF THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE DistTRicT oF COLUMBIA, 
WASHINGTON 6, D. C. 


The board of directors of the District of Columbia League of Women Voters 
at its regular meeting today reaffirmed the league’s support of the public works 
program as developed by the District Commissioners. 

This action followed a report to the board on a citizens’ meeting last week at 
which the league was represented. This citizens’ group has recommended that 
the public oppose financing the public works plan by increase or extension of 
the sales tax, by increase in real estate taxes, or by lowering income tax exemp- 
tions. Also referred by the citizens’ meeting, without recommendation, was a 
list of various alternative taxes, designed to raise about $4.5 million for public 
works, 

Mrs. John F. Latimer, president of the District of Columbia League of Women 
Voters, stated that the Commissioners’ public works plan had been discussed in 
some detail by the league membership, which had voted strong support of the 
plan as now embodied in H. R. 7389. She also stated that the league has always 
been opposed in principal to extension of the sales tax. 

The board took no other action on suggestions referred from the citizens’ 
meeting. Mrs. Latimer pointed out that her organization could not stand on 
specific tax proposals without further membership discussion. 


x 





